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Teets, Sarah Christine (MA, Classics)
Historian Historicized: The Representation of Nicolaus of Damascus in Josephus’ Judaean 
Antiquities
Thesis directed by Assistant Professor Jacqueline M. Elliott
 The topic of this thesis is the representation of the Hellenistic political figure and (now 
fragmentary) historian Nicolaus of Damascus in Josephus’ first century CE Judaean Antiquities. 
The argument demonstrates that the distinction between Josephus’ representations of Nicolaus as 
historian, on the the one hand, and as historical actor, on the other, is primarily one to made in 
terms of how Josephus engages with each and the claims implicit in his engagement. Josephus’ 
representation of Nicolaus is ultimately unified, however, for he characterizes both the actor and 
the historian similarly and uses both in the service of his authorial aims. Both representations are 
determined by the strategies with which Josephus pursues his rhetorical aims and strategies in the 
AJ. This complicates the possibility of access to Nicolaus’ historical writings via the AJ, despite 
the prevailing scholarly account of the AJ as a direct source on Nicolaus.
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Introduction
! Nicolaus of Damascus, Hellenistic historiographer, philosopher, and ambassador from 
Herod the Great to Augustus, has a substantial role in Josephus’ Judaean Antiquities.1 A fragment 
of his autobiography dates Nicolaus’ birth to the year of Pompey’s conquest of Syria in 
approximately 64 BCE.2 The date of his death is unknown, but must have been in the first quarter 
of the first century CE.3 Our knowledge of his life and works is relatively limited. Despite his 
current state of obscurity, Nicolaus was an important figure in his own day, both for his activities 
in the political arena, and for his literary and philosophical contributions. In addition to some 
1
1 Hereafter referred to as the AJ.
2 FrGHist 90 F136.
3 Several scholars, including Jacoby, Laquer, and Wacholder date the composition of Nicolaus’ Life of Augustus to 
the twenties CE. For a summary of this argument, see Wacholder (1962), pp. 25-6.
philosophical writings, his historical works include a universal history, an autobiography, and a 
life of Augustus.4 
 The study which I undertake in this thesis analyzes Josephus’ representation of Nicolaus 
in the AJ from within the context of Josephus’ text. Nicolaus appears in the AJ in two distinct 
capacities: (1) as Josephus’ historiographical predecessor and historical source, and (2) as a 
historical actor and character in Josephus’ account of Herod. My thesis seeks to answer the 
questions of how Josephus presents Nicolaus in the AJ, and in what ways and to what extent 
Josephus’ own political aims and historiographical techniques determine that presentation. I also 
explore the extent to which the distinct representations of Nicolaus are unified, and on what 
grounds it is appropriate to read them as distinct. Finally, I examine the implications of my 
analysis for our understanding of the Nicolaus material in the AJ as fragmentary evidence of 
Nicolaus’ historical writings.
Approaches to Nicolaus and the AJ
 Most of the scholarship to date on the relationship between Nicolaus and Josephus in the 
AJ has focussed overwhelmingly on the question of source criticism. The scholarly tradition on 
Nicolaus dates back to mid-19th century investigations into Josephus’ sources, mostly in 
German.5 Scholars in this vein established the general consensus, which is still accepted, that 
Nicolaus was the primary source for Josephus’ Hasmonean and Herodian material.6 The 
scholarship on Nicolaus is deeply indebted to Felix Jacoby’s monumental Fragmente der 
2
4 The most extensive treatment of Nicolaus’ works to date is found in Wacholder (1962), Chapter 2. See also Alonso-
Nuñez (1995).
5 Among the notable examples are Destinon (1882,) non vidi; Dindorf (1869), non vidi; Laqueur (1920), non vidi.
6 See Landau (2006) p. 23, esp. n.74; Toher (2003) pp. 427-8.
Griechischen Historiker, which includes the collected testimonia on Nicolaus and the fragments 
of Nicolaus’ universal history, life of Augustus, and autobiography, in addition to Jacoby’s 
extensive commentary.7 It is largely through Jacoby’s contribution that we have a sense of the 
Nicolaan corpus, and most scholars refer to Jacoby’s formulations when discussing Nicolaus’ 
works.
 The most extensive treatment of Nicolaus since Jacoby is Ben Zion Wacholder’s 1962 
monograph, Nicolaus of Damascus, a uniquely thorough synthesis of the evidence on Nicolaus’ 
life and works. As a product of its time, however, Wacholder’s study assumes a great deal of 
transparency in the sources for Nicolaus’ fragments, and between the character and personality of 
the historical person of Nicolaus (as Wacholder understands them) and the tone, attitude, or bias 
he perceives in the fragments. In other words, Wacholder assumes the identity of the authorial 
voice of Nicolaus (which he believes can be directly accessed through the source texts) with the 
person of the author. This leads him to an overall negative judgment of Nicolaus, both of his skill 
as author and of his personal character. For instance, Wacholder asserts that Josephus’ 
accusations of Nicolaus’ pro-Herod bias are evidence that Nicolaus wrote his history as 
“Herodian propaganda.”8 The conflation of Josephus’ depiction of Nicolaus with the actual 
Nicolaus also informs Wacholder’s 1988 article, Josephus and Nicolaus of Damascus. Because 
few scholars since Wacholder have undertaken such an examination of Nicolaus’ life and works 
in anything approaching Wacholder’s level of detail and thoroughness, Wacholder’s rather dated 
assumptions tend to be reproduced.
3
7 Jacoby (1957). Nicolaus’ works are FrGHist 90.
8 Wacholder (1962) p. 62. 
 There has been a slight surge in scholarly interest in Nicolaus arising from the study of 
universal history as a genre of ancient historical literature. This branch of scholarship has 
focussed largely on reconstructing the content and structure Nicolaus’ universal history, relying 
largely on Jacoby’s and Wacholder’s formulations, and analyzing Nicolaus’ position in the 
development of the genre. This is one field in which some of Wacholder’s more problematic 
assertions are repeated. For instance, Liv Yarrow, though conceding that polemical passages 
produce unreliable fragments, calls Nicolaus’ subservience to Herod “beyond doubt” without 
analyzing how Josephus’ polemic could in fact cast doubt on the tradition of Nicolaus’ servility.9 
Alonso-Nuñez, though placing less emphasis than Yarrow on Nicolaus’ obsequious attitude 
toward Herod, nevertheless asserts that Nicolaus wrote his universal history “in [Herod’s] 
defense”.10 In addition to scholars of universal history, scholars of Josephus also tend to notice 
Nicolaus, though generally only in passing. Most scholars of the AJ rely on the established 
convention that Nicolaus’ history was the primary source for Josephus’ account of Herod,11 and 
sometimes attribute particular elements of the AJ to Nicolaus as this source, but rarely have more 
to say on the topic.
 The most recent scholar to devote serious attention to making new inquiries into Nicolaus 
is Mark Toher. Toher has written on the dating of Nicolaus’ universal history12 and to establish 
that Nicolaus did not write as a mere copyist or compiler of sources.13 Toher’s more recent article 
4
9 Yarrow (2006) pp. 72-3.
10 Alonso-Nuñez (2002) p. 99; see also (1995) p. 5.
11 Among the many examples are Mason (2000) p. 34-5 n. 240; Rajak (1983) pp. 17, 34, 235; Feldman (1988) p. 
485, Landau (2006) pp. 23-4.
12 Toher (1987).
13 Toher (1989).
Nicolaus and Herod in the ‘Antiquitates Judaicae’14 examines the relationship of Josephus’ 
account of Herod in the AJ to Nicolaus’ historical writings, which is of particular importance for 
my own analysis. Toher argues that the two most prominent scholarly assertions about Nicolaus’ 
relationship to the AJ are contradictory, namely that (1) his account of Herod was biased as per 
Josephus’ accusations, and that (2) Nicolaus was Josephus’ primary source for the account of 
Herod. Toher points out that Josephus’ account depicts Herod unfavorably, and contains much 
material that puts Herod in a negative light. Toher agrees with the consensus that Nicolaus was 
Josephus’ primary source, and thus concludes that Nicolaus must have included material on 
Herod that was far from favorable. As part of his argument, Toher discusses a contrast he 
perceives between Josephus’ representation of Nicolaus as historian and as historical actor. 
Josephus criticizes Nicolaus’ historical account, says Toher, yet presents the historical actor 
exclusively in a positive light. I am indebted to Toher for his observation of Josephus’ distinction 
between the actor Nicolaus and the historian, and for his suggestion that Josephus’ accusations of 
bias result more from Josephus’ own agenda than from Nicolaus’ actual text. Indeed, Toher’s 
argument raises some of the questions that inspired the general direction of this thesis.
  Ultimately, however, my arguments quarrel with Toher’s, for Toher makes rather 
sweeping claims about Josephus’ depiction of Nicolaus without engaging in detailed analysis of 
the AJ. My thesis in part remedies this failing by providing precisely such an analysis. Toher 
claims that Josephus was critical of Nicolaus the historian; I show exactly where and how 
Josephus does and does not criticize his predecessor, and I account for the difference. Toher also 
claims that Josephus presents Nicolaus the actor exclusively as a positive figure; I argue that, 
5
14 Toher (2003).
although Nicolaus the actor’s first two appearances in the AJ are characterized positively, 
Nicolaus’ characterization changes and evolves throughout Books 16 and 17 of the AJ, and that 
in the end, the actor becomes a problematic figure, from Josephus’ perspective, in ways similar 
to the historian. Toher, however, is ultimately interested in questions of source, and in what 
Josephus’ presentation of Nicolaus can tell us about the lost universal history. I for my part 
believe that an analysis of Nicolaus in the AJ which seeks to understand Josephus’ presentation 
of Nicolaus apart from its relationship to Nicolaus’ text as source material is overdue.
 I have endeavored to focus my analysis on what can be learned from the text itself, 
without reaching into the unknown of texts that no longer exist. My assumption about the AJ is 
that, regardless of its relationship to any sources, it is first and foremost Josephus’ own 
creation.15 I assume that Josephus’ choices of language, structure, and content are his own. This 
of course includes Josephus’ presentation of Nicolaus, both his selection of what he wishes to 
present, and the way in which he presents him. Such an assumption means that Josephus’ 
presentation of Nicolaus is capable of telling us more about Josephus’ authorial agenda than 
about the historical Nicolaus and his writings. Thus, I analyze the “where,” “what,” and “how” of 
Nicolaus in the AJ with the aim of creating a picture of Josephus’ choices, rather than Nicolaus’.
 Furthermore, because I read Josephus as in control of his own narrative, I assume that all 
choices of narrative structure are intentional. This assumption will be evident in my argument in 
Chapter 2, where I interpret Josephus’ choices of narrative structure to constitute judgment on the 
part of the authorial voice. Regardless of the content or structure of Josephus’ sources, he might 
have chosen to include or exclude any material he wished, or alter it as he pleased, and certainly 
6
15 This view has gained ground in recent years, despite the persistence of its detractors. See Mason (2009) Chapter 4 
for a discussion and critique of scholarly approaches to reading Josephus.
to arrange it according to his own volition. Thus, the fact that, for instance, Josephus chooses to 
end Book 17 with the deposition of Archelaus from the ethnarchy of Judaea, and with the 
subsequent annexation of Judaea to the Roman province of Syria, means that these events can be 
interpreted as carrying a marked significance, for Josephus has placed them in the privileged 
final position in his narrative.
! Throughout this thesis, I use the term “Judaean” to translate the Greek  VIoudai/oj in favor 
of “Jew” or “Jewish,” which are bound up with the modern (and anachronistic) categories of race 
and religion. The term “Judaean,” rather, indicates an understanding of VIoudai/oj within the 
ancient category of  e;qnh)16
The Argument
 The aim of this thesis is to articulate an alternative view of Nicolaus of Damascus in the 
AJ. I argue that there is a definite distinction to be made between Josephus’ representations of 
Nicolaus as historian and as actor. This distinction is primarily one of how Josephus engages 
with each representation and the claims implicit in his engagement, as I will elaborate below. 
Ultimately, however, there is a unity in Josephus’ representation, for he characterizes both the 
actor and the historian similarly. Josephus also uses both representations in the service of his own 
authorial aims. This last point is important, for I argue that Josephus’ presentation of both, and 
especially his characterization of Nicolaus as historian, is to some extent determined by the 
strategies with which Josephus pursues his broader authorial aims in the AJ.
7
16 For a detailed analysis of the term VIoudai/oj and an argument for translating it as “Judaean,” see Mason 2009, pp. 
166-83. For the same reason of sensitivity to modern meanings of these terms, I prefer “anti-Judaean” to “anti-
Semitic” when referring to ancient polemic against Judaeans. Though these modern terms and concepts have a 
historical relationship to the ancient terms and concepts, it would be misleading to conflate them.
 Josephus engages with Nicolaus the historian solely with reference to Nicolaus’ historical 
text(s),17 which is something that exists outside of the text of the AJ. Thus Josephus’ 
representation of Nicolaus as historian carries with it an implicit claim to an extra-textual reality 
to which Josephus’ reader might have some degree of access. Josephus thus represents the claims 
in Nicolaus’ writing either to uphold or to refute them, as a function of Josephus’ authorial 
choices. Indeed, Josephus represents Nicolaus the historian as his historiographical predecessor, 
and accordingly engages in the generic convention of historical polemic on two occasions.18 The 
fact that polemic is a standard feature of how ancient historians engage with and single out their 
predecessors19 accounts both for its presence in Josephus’ representation of Nicolaus as historian 
and its absence in the representation of Nicolaus as actor. When engaging with him as a historical 
predecessor, Josephus also uses Nicolaus the historian to corroborate his own accounts on 
occasion, which establishes Nicolaus as an external authority. Furthermore, when Josephus 
discusses the person of Nicolaus the historian, he does so only with respect to and as a means of 
explaining his own perception of Nicolaus’ writing. Despite Josephus’ claim to an extra-textual 
reality, I work on the assumption that Nicolaus the historian is the product of Josephus’ artistic 
license no less than Nicolaus the actor. 
 Josephus engages with Nicolaus the actor on a different level. As a character, Nicolaus is 
depicted both acting and speaking. The implicit claim in Josephus’ representation of the actor is 
8
17 As mentioned above, Nicolaus wrote two known historical texts, each of which may have been sources for the AJ: 
a universal history and an autobiography. I do not distinguish between the two works where Josephus does not, for 
the following reason. There may have been considerable overlap of material in Nicolaus’ treatment of Herod in both 
works, and it is not possible to know with certainty to which of Nicolaus’ accounts of Herod Josephus refers when 
he does not specify, or whether he refers to both simultaneously. Thus, the ambiguity in my phrase “Nicolaus’ 
historical writings,” or, elsewhere, “Nicolaus’ text or writing” reflects the ambiguity in many of Josephus’ 
descriptions of Nicolaus’ writing. 
18 At 14.9 and 16.183-6. See discussion in Chapter 1, pp. 16-22.
19 On polemic in ancient historiography, see Marincola (1997), pp. 217-57.
that Josephus is presenting his reader with an imitation of a real historical person, but of a person 
who, along with words and deeds, no longer exists, unlike Nicolaus’ historical writings. Nicolaus 
the actor is therefore not subject to the same degree of scrutiny as the historian. While Josephus 
does not, of course, engage in historiographical polemic with Nicolaus the actor, neither does he 
comment on him directly, despite the fact that Josephus quite often comments on other characters 
in the AJ.20 This is an important contrast between the two representations, and one which renders 
my analysis of Josephus’ characterization of the actor somewhat more complicated.
 There are, however, sufficient similarities between Josephus’ treatment of actor and 
historian to claim that his picture of Nicolaus is ultimately unified. For instance, Josephus uses 
both in the service of his authorial aims of Judaean apology and ethical protreptic.21 In the 
service of Judaean apology, Josephus has Nicolaus the historian corroborate Josephus’ accounts 
of ancient Judaean history, while he has the actor deliver a speech in which he defends the 
customs of all Judaeans. In the service of Josephus’ ethical agenda, he uses both actor and 
historian in his presentation of Herod as a negative historical exemplum: he criticizes the 
historian’s account of Herod in a way that ultimately reflects worse on Herod than on Nicolaus, 
and he depicts the actor as a driving force in one of Herod’s crimes, the execution of his son 
Antipater. Josephus also characterizes the actor and the historian similarly: both are presented as 
eager or enthusiastic to defend Herod and promote his agenda with their words, whether in 
writing or speech. Josephus directly describes only the historian in these terms, but his depiction 
of the actor consistently suggests a similar characterization. Furthermore, because the criticisms 
9
20 A notable example of this would be Josephus’ frequent commentary on Herod throughout Books 14-17. One 
reason why Josephus refrains from commenting on Nicolaus as actor might be that Nicolaus is not as significant (in 
many possible senses) as the characters on whom Josephus does provide commentary.
21 See my discussion of Josephus’ authorial aims in Chapter 1, pp. 13-5.
of the historian occur before the appearance of the actor, it is likely that the reader is meant to 
have the criticism leveled at the historian in mind while encountering the actor.
 The following two chapters each concern one representation of Nicolaus. In Chapter 1, I 
analyze Josephus’ representation of Nicolaus as historian. I argue that Josephus’ treatment of him 
is not uniform throughout the AJ, but varies according to its specific use(s) in the service of 
Josephus’ apologetic and ethical agenda. One conclusion is that this complicates efforts to 
abstract information about Nicolaus’ historical writings from the AJ. I argue that Josephus’ 
interpretation of Nicolaus represents not absolute evidence of Nicolaus’ writing, but one possible 
reading in Josephus’ day. In Chapter 2, I explore Josephus’ presentation of Nicolaus the actor, 
and seek to compare and contrast it with his representation of the historian. I articulate a 
progression of Nicolaus the actor’s activity in the Herod narrative in the service of Josephus’ 
authorial aims. Through my analysis of the many similarities between Josephus’ presentation of 
Nicolaus as actor and as historian, I argue that Josephus presents an ultimately unified picture of 
Nicolaus. 
10
Chapter 1
 Carizo,menoj ~Hrw,dh|: Nicolaus as Historian in the Judaean 
Antiquities
!  My aim in this chapter is to explore Josephus’ presentation of Nicolaus as historian in the 
AJ. My analysis of this presentation will provide grounds for comparison with Josephus’ 
treatment of Nicolaus as historical actor in the following chapter. In this chapter, I argue that 
Josephus’ presentation of Nicolaus is determined by his use of Nicolaus to promote Josephus’ 
apologetic and ethical agendas in the AJ, and that this affects our understanding of Nicolaus’ 
actual historical writing, as the AJ is an important source for the fragments of Nicolaus’ texts.
 Josephus’ treatment of Nicolaus’ historical writing is not uniform throughout the AJ, but 
differs according to two separate authorial aims. As part of his broader thesis that transgressing 
Judaean ancestral customs brings disaster, in which Herod is the primary exemplum, Josephus 
criticizes Nicolaus’ alleged flattering account of Herod. On the other hand, in the service of his 
sustained apologetic for Judaean customs and traditions, Josephus asserts the validity of 
Nicolaus’ writing on material not pertaining to Herod, with the effect of corroborating and 
11
legitimating his own claims. While these distinct attitudes toward Nicolaus have the effect of 
supporting these distinct authorial aims, this disparity in Josephus’ treatment of Nicolaus results 
from a perceived bias in Nicolaus’ writing. Josephus does not present this bias as consistent 
throughout Nicolaus’ works, but as having a specific rhetorical function in the service of Herod. 
 I will begin by discussing those two of Josephus’ authorial aims in the AJ that are most 
pertinent to the analysis of Josephus’ references to Nicolaus. Then, I will proceed to examine the 
two passages in which Josephus criticizes Nicolaus’ representation of certain facts pertaining to 
Herod on the grounds of perceived bias.1 My analysis will show that Josephus explains 
Nicolaus’ bias as the necessary result of his relationship to Herod, who is the ultimate target of 
Josephus’ criticism. Conversely, Josephus’ criticism of Nicolaus on matters pertaining to Herod 
is sufficiently explained by Josephus’ hostility toward the Judaean king. This hostility must be 
factored into any assessment of Josephus’ criticism of Nicolaus. I will then discuss the references 
to Nicolaus on non-Herodian material, in which criticism of Nicolaus’ bias is absent, though the 
element of bias as determinant of truth is not, as I will show through an analysis of 13.249-52. 
My analysis of 1.158-60 will require inquiry into the identity of Josephus’ immediate audience in 
order to try to assess the effect of these references to Nicolaus in their original context, and hence 
their function in the context of Josephus’ broader authorial aims. I will conclude that how 
Josephus represents Nicolaus’ treatment of Herod is only one possible reading of Nicolaus’ text, 
and I will then explore an alternative understanding of the same Nicolaan material.
 I use the term “reference” to indicate any passage where Josephus directly mentions 
Nicolaus in his capacity as author. There are a total of eleven such references to Nicolaus in his 
12
1 The two passages in question are 14.9 and 16.183-7. All passages cited are from the AJ unless otherwise indicated.
function as a historian in the AJ.2 Four of these contain what may be considered direct quotations 
from Nicolaus, and I will refer to these as “quotations” where appropriate.3 In this chapter, when 
I refer to “Nicolaus”, I am referring to Nicolaus in his capacity as historian, unless otherwise 
specified.
Josephus’ Authorial Aims
 Josephus’ authorial aims in the AJ are a significant determinant of how he structures his 
narrative and consequently speak to the interpretation of that narrative. There are two primary 
authorial aims that are pertinent to my analysis of Josephus’ treatment of Nicolaus.4 The first is 
an ethical imperative, a common feature of the Graeco-Roman historiographical tradition.5 
Josephus has a distinctly protreptic agenda in the AJ, which he articulates quite explicitly in his 
proem at 1.14-5:
to. su,nolon de. ma,lista, tij a@n evk tau,thj ma,qoi th/j i`stori,aj evqelh,saj auvth.n 
dielqei/n( o[ti toi/j me.n qeou/ gnw,mh| katakolouqou/si kai. ta. kalw/j nomoqethqe,nta 
mh. tolmw/si parabai,nein pa,nta katorqou/tai pe,ra pi,stewj kai. ge,raj euvdaimoni,a 
pro,keitai para. qeou/\ kaq’ o[son d’ a@n avpostw/si th/j tou,twn avkribou/j 
evpimelei,aj, a;pora me.n gi,netai ta. po,rima( tre,petai de. eivj sumfora.j avnhke,stouj 
o[ ti pot v a@n w`j avgaqo.n dra/n spouda,swsin) h;dh toi,nun tou.j evnteuxome,nouj toi/j 
bibli,oij parakalw/ th.n gnw,mhn qew|/ prosane,cein kai. dokima,zein to.n h`me,teron 
nomoqe,thn, eiv th,n te fu,sin avxi,wj auvtou/ kateno,hse kai. th|/ duna,mei prepou,saj 
avei. ta.j pra,xeij avnate,qeike pa,shj kaqaro.n to.n peri. auvtou/ fula,xaj lo,gon th/j 
par v a;lloij avsch,monoj muqologi,aj\
On the whole, if anyone particularly cares to peruse this history, he would learn 
that for those who imitate the purpose of god and do not dare to transgress laws 
13
2 These are found at 1.94-5 (FrGHist 90. F72), 1.108 (F141), 1.158-60 (F19), 7.101 (F20), 12.126-7 (F81), 
13.249-52 (F92), 13.347 (F93), 14.9 (F96), 14.68 (F98), 14.104 (F97), 16.183-7 (T12 and F102). 
3 These four quotations occur at 1.94-5, 158-60, 7.101, and 13.249-52. That is, on those four occasions, Josephus 
uses a phrase such as le,gei ou[twj followed by direct speech, whereas elsewhere he either uses indirect speech or 
refers to an entire episode or anecdote and does not isolate what exactly Nicolaus wrote.
4 For a fuller treatment of Josephus’ authorial aims beyond the two in question here, see Feldman (1988).
5 This feature is evident already at Thucydides 1.22 and is explicit at Polybius 1.1.2 and Livy Praefatio 9.
that were so well made, everything turns out unbelievably well, and god-given 
happiness awaits them as a reward. But, on the other hand, to the extent that they 
step away from the thorough observance of these laws, profitable things become 
difficult and whatever they are eager to do, because they think it good, turns into 
incurable misfortune. I call upon those even now reading these books to devote 
their purpose to god, and to test our lawgiver to see whether he has worthily 
observed the nature of god, and has consistently attributed to him deeds which fit 
his power, and whether he has kept the account of him pure of all the shameful 
mythology found among other authors.
Josephus is entreating his readers (tou.j evnteuxome,nouj toi/j bibli,oij parakalw/) to a particular 
mindset in their careful and critical reading (prosane,cein kai. dokima,zein) of his history. He 
presents his readers with a principle that governs his history: those who observe Judaean 
ancestral laws prosper, but those who do not, meet with disaster.6 Josephus’ statement of intent, 
then, is an exhortation to piety. 
 One of Josephus’ means of achieving this aim is the use of exemplarity, a narrative 
strategy familiar from Livy.7 Josephus’ use of exemplarity is implied in the phrase toi/j ) ) ) 
katakolouqou/si: his characters exemplify Josephus’ governing historical principle by their deeds 
and the outcomes of those deeds. In none of Josephus’ characters is this so evident as in Herod 
the Great, Josephus’ ultimate negative exemplum, whose flagrant and persistent impieties wreak 
devastation on both Herod’s private affairs and on Judaean public life, according to Josephus’ 
view. Herod’s lawlessness is perhaps his most consistent trait throughout the AJ, and Josephus is 
explicit in drawing out its consequences. For instance, at 15.267, Josephus describes how Herod 
introduced athletic contests in honor of Augustus, which was not customary in Judaea:
14
6 Livy expresses a remarkably similar historical principle at AUC 5.51.5: Intuemini enim horum deinceps annorum 
vel secundas res vel adversas; invenietis omnia prospera evenisse sequentibus deos, adversa spernentibus. This 
similarity shows that Josephus’ understanding of causation in history has precedent in the Graeco-Roman 
historiographical tradition.
7 For Livy’s use of exemplarity, see Walsh (1961), pp. 82-109, Chaplin (1993), and Kraus and Woodman (1997), pp. 
51-81.
Dia. tou/to kai. ma/llon evxe,baine tw/n patri,wn evqw/n kai. xenikoi/j evpithdeu,masin 
u`podie,fqeiren th.n pa,lai kata,stasin avparegcei,rhton ou=san) evx w-n ouv mikra. kai. 
pro.j to.n au=qij cro,non hvdikh,qhmen( avmelhqe,ntwn o[sa pro,teron evpi. th.n 
euvse,beian h=ge tou.j o;clouj)
For this reason Herod transgressed the ancestral customs even more and destroyed 
the ancient system, which was inviolable, by pursuing foreign practices. Because 
of this, we later suffered considerable injustice, since those things were neglected 
which used to lead the masses toward piety.
This passage shows Josephus treating Herod as an exemplum of impiety by specifically 
connecting impiety to misfortune. This rhetorical strategy has considerable bearing on how we 
ought to understand Josephus’ treatment of Nicolaus when it comes to Nicolaus’ own 
representation of Herod, and to the representation which Josephus formulates in response.
 The second authorial aim evident in the AJ and relevant to my thesis is apologetic 
response to anti-Judaean currents in Roman intellectual discourses.8 This is apparent in 
Josephus’ proem at 1.4, though he is specifically referring to his reasons for writing the Judaean 
War: to.n me.n ga.r pro.j tou.j  `Rwmai,ouj po,lemon h`mi/n toi/j  vIoudai,oij geno,menon kai. ta.j evn 
auvtw/| pra,xeij kai. to. te,loj oi-on avpe,bh pai,ra| maqw.n evbia,sqhn evkdihgh,sasqai dia. tou.j evn tw|/ 
gra,fein lumainome,nouj th.n avlh,qeian. (‘For I was compelled to explain in detail the war that 
happened between us and the Romans, its battles and outcome, which I know from my own 
experience, because of those who were doing outrage to the truth in their writing.’) As my 
analysis will show, one of Josephus’ strategies for defending his people and their way of life is 
consistently to emphasize their piety. Another strategy is to refer to other intellectuals of the 
Graeco-Roman historiographical tradition to corroborate, and thereby validate, various elements 
of Judaean history. Josephus’ references to Nicolaus function in this capacity.
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8 On this, see Feldman (1988), pp. 476-477.
Josephus’ Criticism of Nicolaus
 As I discussed in the introduction,9 Josephus’ criticism of Nicolaus is entirely in keeping 
with the generic convention of historical polemic. There is more at stake in Josephus’ criticism 
than conforming to historiographical convention, however. Josephus criticizes Nicolaus in two 
passages in the account of Herod. In each passage, Josephus’ criticism is aimed more directly at 
Herod himself than at Nicolaus; and likewise in each, Josephus disputes Nicolaus’ presentation 
of historical “fact” on the grounds of perceived bias. The first is found at 14.9, where Josephus 
first introduces Herod’s father Antipater:
Niko,laoj me,ntoi fhsi.n o` Damaskhno.j tou/ton ei=nai ge,noj evk tw/n prw,twn  
vIoudai,wn tw/n evk Babulw/noj eivj th.n  vIoudai,an avfikome,nwn) tau/ta de. le,gei 
carizo,menoj ~Hrw,dh| tw/| paidi. auvtou/ basilei/ tw/n VIoudai,wn evk tu,chj tino.j 
genome,nw|( peri. ou- kata. kairo.n dhlw,somen)
Nicolaus of Damascus, however, says that this man [Antipater] was descended 
from the first Jews who arrived in Judea from Babylon. But he says these things 
as a favor to Herod, Antipater’s son, who became king of the Jews by some 
chance; I shall explain about him at the proper time.
The element of criticism is found in the word carizo,menoj( an unfavorable characterization of 
Nicolaus’ writing. That Nicolaus wrote to flatter the king is Josephus’ explanation for why he 
allegedly misrepresented the “facts” of Herod’s ancestry. Although Josephus is claiming that 
Nicolaus falsified the particulars of Antipater’s ancestry, carizo,menoj indicates that he does not 
frame this alleged falsification as a matter of mere truth-telling versus lying, but as a matter of 
bias.10 To Josephus, what Nicolaus presents as fact is a function of Nicolaus’ rhetorical aims. 
Thus, it is Nicolaus’ bias that is the object of criticism.
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9 See p. 8 above.
10 This is consistent with the broader Graeco-Roman historiographical tradition, in which the claim to historical truth 
was understood as a lack of bias, as opposed to the modern post-Enlightenment concept of historical truth as 
objective and reflective of reality. See Kraus and Woodman (1997) esp. pp. 1-8, Woodman (1988), and on Josephus 
specifically, Mason (2009), esp. pp. 7-15.
 Herod, however, receives the brunt of Josephus’ criticism in this passage. Though the 
term carizo,menoj is a criticism, it is not particularly vitriolic. A more hostile tone is evident in the 
phrase evk tu,chj tino,j) The word tu,ch has multiple connotations in the AJ, including the general 
sense of “historical outcome,”11 as a euphemism for death,12 in reference to the historiographical 
truism that all powerful kings and rulers are subject to reversals of fortune,13 and as an 
inexplicable agent in historical outcomes.14 Several of these meanings may be present 
simultaneously in the passage in question, and if  evk tu,chj tino.j is limited to such meanings, 
then Josephus’ tone is fairly neutral. However, tu,ch takes on a marked significance in the 
narrative of Herod because Josephus consistently attributes the cause of Herod’s ascendancy to 
tu,ch.15 In the account of Herod, he suggests that tu,ch can be a factor in history that operates 
separately from the gnw,mh qeou/) This is, for example, a possible way of reading 16.188, where 
Josephus offers two explanations for Herod’s deteriorating household relations: it happened 
either because god was avenging the desecration of the tomb of David and Solomon (that is, it 
represents an example of the historical principle to which Josephus introduced his readers in his 
preface, discussed on p. 4 above), or it happened by coincidence because of tu,ch in such a way 
that it looked like divine punishment.16 Thus tu,ch can indeed operate independently of Josephus’ 
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11 This sense appears e.g. at 1.6, 8, 13; 14.97, 481, 354; and 20.70.
12 For this meaning, see 14.140, 451; 17.13, 109.
13 In reference to Antony: 14.381; Agrippa: 18.239, 19.293-4, 317-8; Gaius Calligula: 19.16; Artabanus and Izates: 
20.57, 60-2, 70.
14 See, for instance, 4.241; 11.56; 16.300, 397; 19.77.
15 As is the case at 15.17, 374; 17.192. 
16AJ 16.188: ~Hrw,dhj de. dia. th.n evpicei,rhsin h]n evpoih,sato tw|/ ta,fw| cei/ron evdo,kei pra,ttein evn toi/j kata. th.n 
oivki,an( ei;te dh. tou/ mhni,matoj evpido,ntoj eivj a] ma,lista kai. pro,teron evno,sei plei,w gene,sqai kai. pro.j avnhke,stouj 
evxelqei/n sumfora,j( ei;te kai. th/j tu,chj evn evkei,nw| th.n evpi,qesin poioume,nhj evn oi-j to. kata. th.n aivti,an eu;kairon ouv 
mikra.n pi,stin parei/ce tou/ dia. th.n avse,beian auvtw/| ta.j sumfora.j avphnthke,nai)
governing principle of history. Though he risks undermining this principle by constructing tu,ch 
as something distinct from the gnw,mh qeou/( Josephus is thus able to explain how Herod so 
undeservedly rose to power in the first place, whereas the operation of the gnw,mh qeou/ explains 
both Herod’s personal tragedies and the impending public disasters. 
  In addition to the implications of  evk tu,chj tino.j( Josephus is highly motivated to 
demonstrate that Herod’s life and deeds constitute a full-scale violation of everything that 
Josephus represents as proper adherence to Judaean customs and laws. The claim that Herod was 
not a true ethnic Judaean has the effect of reinforcing this view; he violated ancestral customs not 
only in his other crimes and so-called Hellenizing tendencies but also in the fact that he did not 
have the proper ancestry required by Judaean custom to assume the throne.17 Nicolaus’ misdeed, 
in Josephus’ view, was merely covering up Herod’s violation of ancestral custom, itself a far 
more serious offense. Thus, Herod comes off worse in this passage than does Nicolaus; 
Josephus’ reference to Nicolaus is a means of highlighting Herod’s illegitimacy, which is 
consistent with the presentation of Herod as the ultimate negative exemplum of the AJ.
 That Josephus’ criticism of Nicolaus is a springboard for denigrating Herod is 
considerably more pronounced in the second passage. Josephus’ criticism here involves 
Nicolaus’ alleged glossing-over of Herod’s sacrilegious looting of the tomb of David and 
Solomon, which he (Herod) sought to atone for by building a monument at the tomb’s entrance. 
The passage (16.183-6) runs thus:
tou,tou kai. Niko,laoj o` kat v auvto.n i`storiogra,foj me,mnhtai tou/ 
kataskeua,smatoj( ouv mh.n o[ti kai. kath/lqen( ouvk euvpreph/ th.n pra/xin 
evpista,menoj) diatelei/ de. kai. ta=lla tou/ton to.n tro,pon crw,menoj th|/ grafh|/\ zw/n 
te ga.r evn th|/ basilei,a kai. sunw.n auvtw/|( kecarisme,nwj evkei,nw| kai. kaq v 
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17 Josephus explicitly levels this accusation at Herod at 14.403: tou/ de.  vAntigo,nou pro,j te Si,lwna kai. to. tw/n  
`Rwmai,wn stra,teuma w`j para. th.n auvtw/n dikaiosu,nhn  `Hrw,dh| dw,sousi th.n basilei,an ivdiw,th| te o;nti kai. 
Ivdoumai,w|( toute,stin h`miioudai,w|( de,on toi/j evk tou/ ge,nouj ou=si pare,cein w`j e;qoj evsti.n auvtoi/j)
u`phresi,an e;grafen( mo,nwn a`pto,menoj tw/n pro.j eu;kleian auvtw|/ fero,ntwn( polla. 
de. kai. tw/n evmfanw/j avdi,kwn avntikataskeua,zwn kai. meta. pa,shj spoudh/j 
evpikrupto,menoj\ o[j ge kai. to.n Maria,mmhj qa,naton kai. tw/n pai,dwn auvth/j ou[twj 
wvmw/j tw/| basilei/ pepragme,non eivj euvpre,peian avna,gein boulo,menoj( evkei,nhj te 
avse,lgeian kai. tw/n neani,skwn evpiboula.j katayeu,detai( kai. diatete,leke th/| 
grafh/| ta. me.n pepragme,na dikai,wj tw/| basilei/ peritto,teron evgkwmia,zwn( u`pe.r 
de. tw/n paranomhqe,ntwn evspoudasme,nwj avpologou,menoj) evkei,nw| me.n ou=n pollh.n 
a;n tij( w`j e;fhn( e;coi th.n suggnw,mhn\ ouv ga.r i`stori,an avlla. u`pourgi,an tw/| 
basilei/ tau,thn evpoiei/to.)
Nicolaus, Herod’s historiographer, also mentions this monument, but, because he 
understood that the deed was unseemly, he does not mention that Herod also 
entered the tomb. Indeed, he continues to employ this habit in his writing for other 
things as well. Because he lived in Herod’s kingdom and spent time with him, he 
gratified him and wrote as a service to him. He touched upon only that which 
brought Herod glory, but obscured many of his egregious unjust deeds and 
concealed them with utmost effort. Because he wished to elevate the death of 
Mariamne and her children, which Herod so cruelly accomplished, to something 
acceptable, he falsely accused her of licentiousness, and the youths of treachery. 
He continued to praise Herod’s just deeds excessively in his writing and to defend 
his law-breaking zealously. However, one might readily pardon him, as I said, 
because he did not compose a history for others but a service rendered to the king.
Josephus gives considerably more detail in his characterization of Nicolaus’ account of Herod in 
this passage than he did at 14.9: he claims that in Nicolaus’ writing there was a distinct pattern of 
covering up for Herod; the verb diatelei/n occurs twice in this context, and Nicolaus’ omission of 
damning historical fact is called a tro,poj) He also claims that Nicolaus manifestly employed 
considerable zeal or effort (meta. pa,shj spoudh/j( evspoudasme,nwj) in accomplishing this cover-up.  
As at 14.9, Josephus quarrels with Nicolaus’ description of facts (why Mariamne and her 
children were executed), and again Nicolaus’ falsifications are explained in terms of his bias 
(kecarisme,nwj evkei,nw| ) ) ) eivj euvpre,peian avna,gein boulo,menoj). It is particularly evident in his 
use of the terms evgkwmia,zwn and avpologou,menoj that Josephus understands Nicolaus’ account of 
Herod as rhetorically determined) Encomium and apology are categories of rhetoric, and it is 
clear that, for Josephus, Nicolaus’ decisions about what counts as historical fact are sufficiently 
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explained by these rhetorical aims. Josephus also rationalizes Nicolaus’ motivations for having 
these aims; he presents Nicolaus’ bias as the logical consequence of his position and relationship 
to Herod (reading zw/n and sunw.n as causal participles).18 This leads to the conclusion that 
Nicolaus ought to be forgiven his bias, because the true culprit, the one who made it a necessity, 
is Herod. Josephus also presents Nicolaus as one of Herod’s subjects, and thus as someone who 
was oppressed by and vulnerable to Herod’s dangerous temperament. Thus, Josephus’ final 
verdict on Nicolaus’ narrative implicates Herod, which has the effect of furthering his 
persistently negative representation of the king.
 It is evident, therefore, that Josephus’ criticism of Nicolaus serves Josephus’ rhetorical 
strategy of exemplarity by calling attention to Herod’s violations. By highlighting Nicolaus’ bias 
as the reason behind his allegedly more positive depiction of Herod, however, Josephus 
undermines his own rhetorical strategy by letting slip that his presentation of the “facts” of 
Herod’s life and deeds are equally a function of his own bias or rhetorical aims in writing the AJ. 
This is seen particularly clearly in a “fact” that Josephus relates regarding Herod’s desecration of 
the tomb of David and Solomon at 16.182,19 which Nicolaus allegedly omitted: while entering 
the tomb, a mysterious fire suddenly engulfed two of Herod’s guards and killed them. Josephus 
somewhat qualifies this claim by adding, w`j evle,geto( but this qualification only draws attention 
to the incredible nature of this event- and so also to the irony that Josephus criticizes Nicolaus 
for failing to report it. Rather, the fire and the death of the guards reinforce Josephus’ main theme 
20
18 Following Wikgren’s reading (Marcus and Wikgren, 1963), which in turn is based on Niese’s (Niese, 1887-94). 
There is some textual trouble in 184. Some extant manuscripts have zw/nti for zw/n te( su.n for sunw.n and avne,grafen 
for e;grafen (See Marcus and Wikgren, 1963, p. 282 n.1-3).
19 Josephus’ commentary on this episode is quoted in n. 16 above.
that god punishes transgressors of piety, and thus Josephus’ inclusion of this episode is at least as 
biased on Josephus’ part as Nicolaus’ alleged omission of it. 
 There are further instances of Josephus omitting or smoothing over facts that would argue 
against his presentation of Herod. One example occurs at 19.328-9, where Josephus contrasts the 
characters of Herod and Agrippa I, his grandson, and claims that Herod lavished money on the 
temples of foreign cities, whereas concerning his own people  vIoudai,wn ouvdemi,an po,lin ouvd v 
ovli,ghj evpiskeuh/j hvxi,wsen ouvde. do,sewj avxi,aj mnhmoneuqh/nai (‘He did not think a single city of 
the Judaeans worthy of even the smallest restoration or a gift worth mentioning’). Yet it is 
established historical fact that Herod initiated a massive restoration of the temple of Jerusalem. 
Josephus is himself elsewhere well aware of this and describes it in considerable detail.20
  Most scholars of Nicolaus have taken Josephus’ accusations of bias at face value,21 but, 
since Josephus tailors his presentation of particular facts pertaining to Herod in order to suit his 
authorial aims, we have grounds for calling into question his presentation of Nicolaus in these 
two passages. Josephus is quite willing deliberately to ignore something as significant as Herod’s 
restoration of the Jerusalem temple, as well as to contradict himself, in order to construct a stark 
contrast between Herod’s impiety and Agrippa I’s piety. This makes it plausible that he would 
present Nicolaus’ attitude toward Herod in a manner that would not bear scrutiny if we were able 
to compare it to Nicolaus’ actual writing, which of course is not possible. The point is, rather, 
that Josephus’ historical claims are determined by his rhetorical strategies, and his strategy of 
turning Herod into the ultimate exemplum of transgression and violation of Judaean customs 
21
20 See 15.380-402.
21 This is abundantly clear in Wacholder 1962, and evident in Yarrow 2006, p. 72, Toher 2003 and Alonso-Nuñez, 
1995 and 2002, pp. 98-100.
determines his presentation of all “facts” pertaining to Herod, including Nicolaus’ Herodian 
material. Thus, it is methodologically unsound to take Josephus at his word concerning 
Nicolaus’ attitude toward Herod.
Josephus on Nicolaus’ Non-Herodian Material
! Because Josephus’ references to Nicolaus for non-Herodian material have no bearing on 
the representation of Herod as negative exemplum, it is not surprising that Josephus describes 
them in a markedly different tone. These references serve a different aim, that of corroborating 
various elements of Judaean history as part of Josephus’ apologetic purposes, and accusations of 
bias are here absent. A discussion of two of these instances will show that Josephus maintains a 
favorable attitude toward Nicolaus outside of the Herodian narrative. The language of bias does 
surface in these passages, but instead of being the object of criticism, Nicolaus’ perceived bias 
serves to validate Josephus’ historical claims.22 
 One such reference is found at 13.249-52. Here, Josephus describes Nicolaus’ testimony 
regarding how the Hellenistic Judaean priest Hyrcanus became the first Judaean ruler to lend 
support to foreign troops when he made an alliance with Antiochus Sidetes and joined his 
expedition against the Parthians in 130 B.C.E.:
ma,rtuj de. tou,twn h`mi/n evstin kai. Niko,laoj o` Damaskhno,j( ou[twj i`storiw/n\ 
tro,paion de. sth,saj  vAnti,ocoj evpi. tw/| Lu,kw| potamw|/( nikh,saj  vInda,thn to.n 
Pa,rqwn strathgo,n( auvto,qi e;meinen h`me,raj du,o( dehqe,ntoj ~Urkanou/ tou/ 
vIoudai,ou dia, tina e`orth.n pa,trion( evn h-| toi/j  vIoudai,oij ouvk h=n no,mimon 
evxodeu,ein) kai. tau/ta me.n ouv yeu,detai le,gwn)
Nicolaus of Damascus bears witness to us of these things, giving this account: 
‘Antiochus, after setting up a trophy at the River Lycus, and after defeating 
Indates the commander of the Parthians, remained there for two days because 
22
22 This attitude is consistent throughout the nine references; 1.158-60 and 13.249-52 were selected to show variety, 
as one pertains to “Biblical” material, the other to “recent history.” See n. 2 above for a full list of these references.
Hyrcanus the Judaean had made this request due to an ancestral festival in which 
it is not customary for the Judaeans to go on campaign.’ And he is not lying when 
he says this.
Josephus’ expressions ouv yeu,detai and ma,rtuj de. tou,twn h`mi/n emphasize his point that Nicolaus 
corroborates Josephus’ account; there is no element of criticism of Nicolaus, which is notably 
different from the two Herodian passages. 
 Although the phrase ouv yeu,detai is not a criticism as such, it draws attention to the 
possibility of bias on Nicolaus’ part. As my above analysis of Nicolaus’ references to Herod 
shows, Josephus’ language of truth and falsehood is best understood as expressing bias and 
impartiality.23 Thus, Josephus is asserting in this instance that Nicolaus did not falsify Hyrcanus’ 
pious action out of any inappropriate bias, but was, in Josephus’ opinion, sufficiently impartial. 
Whether any perceptible bias occurred in Nicolaus’ actual text on the question of Hyrcanus’ piety 
during Antiochus’ campaigns cannot be known. As with the Herod material, what Josephus’ 
evaluations of Nicolaus give us access to is how Josephus directs his reader to understand 
Nicolaus, and how the references to Nicolaus function in the service of Josephus’ authorial aims. 
Emphasizing Judaean piety, in this case, is one of Josephus’ apologetic strategies. 
 Another apologetic strategy is using authoritative Graeco-Roman authors to corroborate 
historical details, which is apparent in the second example, 1.158-60, a passage which follows 
Josephus’ account of Abraham’s migration to Canaan:
Mnhmoneu,ei de. tou/ patroj. h`mw/n  vAbra,mou Bhrwso,j( ouvk ovnoma,zwn le,gwn d v 
ou[twj\ meta. de. to.n kataklusmo.n deka,th| genea|/ para. Caldai,oij tij h-n di,kaioj 
avnh.r kai. me,gaj kai. ta. ouvra,nia e;mpeiroj)  `Ekatai/oj de. kai. tou/ mnhsqh/nai   
plei/o,n ti pepoi,hke\ bibli,on ga.r peri. auvtou/ suntaxa,menoj kate,lipe) Niko,laoj 
de. o` Damaskhno.j evn th/| teta,rth| tw/n i`storiw/n le,gei ou[twj\  `Abra,mhj 
evbasi,leusen e;phluj su.n stratw/| avfigme,noj evk th/j gh/j th/j u`pe.r Babulw/noj 
Caldai,wn legome,nhj) met v ouv polu.n de. cro,non su.n tw|/ sfete,rw| law/| eivj th.n 
23
23 Another of the non-Herodian references expresses language of bias: after a quotation from Nicolaus’ fourth book 
regarding one Adados, legendary king of Syria, at 7.103, Josephus writes: ouv dih,marte de. th/j avlhqei,aj.
to,te me.n Cananai,an legome,nhn nu/n de.  vIoudai,an metw|,khse kai. oi` avp v evkei,nou 
plhqu,santej( peri. w-n evn e`te,rw| lo,gw| die,xeimi ta. i`storou,mena) tou/ de.  `Abra,mou 
e;ti kai. nu/n evn th/i Damaskhnh/| to. o;noma doxa,zetai, kai. kw,mh dei,knutai avp v 
auvtou/  `Abra,mou oi;khsij legome,nh)
Berossus recalls our father Abram, though he does not name him, when he says, 
‘In the tenth generation after the flood, there was a certain just man among the 
Chaldeans, who was great and had knowledge of divine things.’ Hecataeus recalls 
him as well, and he has done something more: he left behind a book he wrote 
about him. Nicolaus of Damascus, in the fourth book of his histories, says the 
following: ‘Abram, a foreigner who had come with his army from the land 
beyond Babylon called Chaldea, was ruler. After a short period of time, he and his 
people left this land and, along with his multiplying descendants, settled in what 
was then called Canaan and is now called Judaea. I shall relate in full the story of 
this people in another account. The name of Abram is still glorified today in 
Damascus and a village, called ‘Abram’s Dwelling’ after him, displays this.’
Aside from having a slightly longer citation than either Berossus or Hecataeus (despite 
Josephus’ claim that Hecataeus had an entire book Abraham), and perhaps the privilege of final 
position, there is nothing here in Josephus’ treatment of Nicolaus that particularly sets him apart 
from the other two. In order to explain the function of this reference to Nicolaus, we must 
explain what effect is created by referring to Nicolaus in such curious company as Berossus of 
Babylon and Hecataeus of Abdera. Josephus indeed has a pattern of referring to Nicolaus 
alongside various Greek and Latin historians (and one poet). Of the nine references to non-
Herodian Nicolaan material, six refer to other historians as well, all of which Josephus also uses 
to corroborate his own material.24 
 The most obvious reason why the three are here grouped together is that they are the 
Greek sources on Abraham with which Josephus is acquainted. Of course, it is entirely possible 
24
24 In addition to 1.58, at 1.94, on the account of the flood, Nicolaus’ name occurs along with Berossus and 
Hieronymus the Egyptian. At 1.108, on the longevity of the ancients, Josephus lists in addition to Nicolaus Manetho, 
Berossus, Mochus, Hertiaeus, Hieronymus, “Phoenician historians,” Hesiod, Hecataeus, Hellanicus, Acusilaus, and 
Ephorus; at 13.347, on the cannibalism of Ptolemy Lathyrus’ army, Strabo; at 14.68, on the piety of the Judaeans 
during Pompey’s siege of Jerusalem, Strabo and Livy; and at 14.104, on Pompey and Gabinius’ expeditions in 
Judaea, Strabo.
that Berossus made no mention of Abraham whatsoever, since Josephus himself reports that 
Berossus did not name him. Rather, Josephus simply may have found the description tij h=n 
di,kaioj avnh.r kai. me,gaj kai. ta. ouvra,nia e;mpeiroj suitable to his notions of Abraham. There are 
no other extant attestations of Abrahamic material to Berossus.25 Josephus frequently refers to 
Hecataeus in several of his works, and all but one of these references is directly aimed at 
countering anti-Judaean authors.26 AJ 1.158-60 is the only reference to the work on Abraham, 
which is widely believed to be spurious,27 although it is also attested by Clement (a late and 
possibly derivative source).28 In his Against Apion,29 written later than the AJ, Josephus explains 
that he will call to witness the most trusted of authors on antiquity among the Greeks in order to 
refute those who claim that the Judaeans are a people who are new arrivals on the scene of world 
affairs. 30 Thus Josephus has a clearly articulated strategy of using Greek authors to validate 
Judaean claims about the Judaean past for apologetic purposes. It is unwise to retroject this aim 
onto the AJ without explicit grounds for doing so, but because Josephus references Hecataeus, 
Berossus, and Nicolaus in this capacity in the CA,31 it is at least possible that he had some 
version of this effect in mind in the AJ in the service of the apologetic aim expressed in the 
proem. But to whom would the authority of Greek authors appeal? To answer this question, we 
must now consider the issue of the AJ’s immediate audience.
25
25 See Jacoby FrGHist 680.
26 Bar Kochva (1996) p. 1.
27 Ibid, pp. 2-3. 
28Stromata 5.14.133.
29 Hereafter CA.
30 CA 1.2-5.
31 Berossus is referred to and quoted in the CA at 1.129-42; Hecataeus is referred to and quoted at 1.183-205, and 
referred to at 214; 2.43; Nicolaus is referred to and quoted at 2.83.
The Question of Audience
 In order to determine how Josephus’ strategy of referencing Nicolaus in the non-Herodian 
material functions in the service of his authorial aims, we need to understand the relationship 
between these references and his readers. This requires understanding as much as possible about 
who these readers were, a difficult line of inquiry. Extrapolating information about the thoughts 
of the historical audience from the text itself is methodologically fraught. The text is, to use 
Steve Mason’s expression, a “middle term” between two parties, a medium by which one party 
communicates something to the other.32 Because Josephus is attempting successful 
communication, we assume that he has factored various aspects of his audience’s identity into 
the structure, tone, language, and selection of content of the AJ, and that his choices within these 
categories to some extent reflect his perception of what his audience would understand and even 
find persuasive.33 Attempting to read from the text to the audience, rather than to the author, risks 
circularity, as well as the problematic assumption that Josephus’ projected expectations of his 
audience, as we understand them from the text, have a transparent relationship to the real identity 
of his historical audience. We can, however, analyze whom Josephus envisions as his audience. 
This is in fact the more pertinent line of inquiry, given that we are investigating the function of 
these references to Nicolaus within the broader aims of the text, regardless of how they were 
actually received by a real audience.
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32 Mason (2009) p. 47.
33 Notwithstanding the impossibility of our knowing exactly where and to what extent Josephus has tailored any 
given element of his writing to his audience; he may, on occasion, have had ulterior motives (for example, his own 
interests), which function either in conjunction with his aims with regard to his audience, or independently of them.
 Josephus makes an explicit statement about his projected audience in his proem at 1.5: he 
wrote the AJ, he says, nomi,zwn a[pasi fanei/sqai toi/j  [Ellhsin avxi,an spoudh/j) (‘thinking that it 
would appear to all the Greeks to be worthy of their effort’). This raises the question of whom he 
means by a[pasi toi/j  [Ellhsin. Because he was not located in a Greek city, nor was he himself 
Greek, there is no reason to suspect he means ethnic Greeks. Louis Feldman takes the term to 
imply a contrast to Jews, and thus to be a general term for gentiles.34 Josephus does draw a 
contrast between  [Ellhnej and VIoudai/oi on a number of occasions, including in the context of 
other references to the intended audience (16.174), but he also draws a contrast between diaspora 
Judaeans and ethnic Greeks in Ionia (16.58), and, while describing Herod’s apostate great-great 
grandchildren, he makes a distinction between Judaean ancestral customs and ta.  [Ellhsi pa,tria 
(18.141), which implies specific customs rather than a generic “gentile” way of life. Josephus’ 
fluid use of the terms   [Ellhnej and VIoudai/oi is particularly apparent at 16.174-8, where he 
explains why he includes the texts of various decrees issued by Roman authorities to secure 
certain rights for diaspora Judaean communities around the empire. Josephus states plainly in 
this passage that his aim is to show the “Greeks” (tou.j  [Ellhnaj) the precedents for treating 
Judaeans (expressed by the first person plural) with respect, and also to remove grounds for 
hatred between Judaeans and other peoples (ta. ge,nh). Finally, he claims that it is just to allow 
every people to observe its ancestral customs and that justice is profitable for both  [Ellhsi te 
kai. barba,roij) Thus, Josephus draws a contrast between Judaeans and Greeks, Judaeans and 
other peoples, and Greeks and barbarians. He thus shows considerable variety in his use of the 
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34 Feldman (1988) p. 471.
terms “Greek” and “Judaean,” which complicates our understanding of the specific nuances of a 
given use.
 It is certainly clear that Josephus envisions his “Greek” audience as those who could, and 
would, read Greek historiography, and have thus been educated in the Greek intellectual 
tradition. While likening the composition of the AJ to the translation of the Septuagint under 
Ptolemy II, he writes: kavmautw|/ dh. pre,pein evno,misa ) ) ) tw|/ basilei/ de. pollou.j o`moi,wj 
u`polabei/n kai. nu/n ei=nai filomaqei/j) (‘I thought it fitting for myself, too,  . . . to assume that 
there were many people around now who, like the king, were lovers of learning.’ 1.12) This 
implies that Josephus envisions as his audience neither an ethnic nor a religious categorization 
but an educated elite. Feldman states that Josephus is the most persistent of Hellenistic writers of 
Greek in using Classical Greek words, especially Thucydidean words, while avoiding the 
formulations of the Septuagint.35 The implication, according to Feldman, is that Josephus 
believes this “Greek” style of historiography, and not the “Hebrew” style of the Septuagint, will 
appeal to this audience. 
 Josephus mentions one of his perceived audience members by name, and his description 
gives us some circumstantial evidence in favor of the audience projected above. He names an 
Epaphroditus as the one who encouraged him to write the AJ, likening him to Ptolemy II, who 
commissioned the Septuagint.36 Little is known about the historical identity of this 
Epaphroditus,37 but he is presented as a lover of learning, particularly of history (AJ 1.8), a 
description that suits the idea that Josephus’ intended audience comprised those learned in Greek 
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35 Feldman (1988) p. 457.
36 AJ 1.8-9.
37 For a summary of the two prevailing theories, see Mason (2003) p. 564, n. 24.
traditions. Agrippa II, great-grandson of Herod, who was located in Rome, may also have been 
among Josephus’ intended audience.38 Mason claims that members of the Herodian family were 
likely to take an interest in the material in AJ.39 Agrippa was educated in Rome and moved in 
very high circles (his sister Berenice was Titus’ lover), and thus he fits the bill for a Greek-
educated elite audience, though additional evidence implying that much of Josephus’ audience 
hailed from such elite circles is lacking.
 Such an audience would potentially find Josephus’ strategy of using Greek and Latin 
authors to corroborate his claims persuasive. The same strategy effectively positions Josephus 
within the Graeco-Roman historiographical tradition. Both 1.158-60 and 13.249-52 use Nicolaus 
the historian to corroborate Josephus’ own material. The function of corroboration serves 
Josephus’ broader apologetic aims: Feldman notes, for instance, that Josephus refers to 
Nicolaus’ attestation of the longevity of the ancients at 1.107-8 as part of his sustained answer to 
anti-Judaean charges.40 Furthermore, Josephus calls Nicolaus to witness in his description of the 
incident of the priests continuously performing their sacred rites in Jerusalem despite Pompey’s 
capture of the city at 14.68. Josephus thus emphasizes the Judaeans’ devout piety, as he has done 
throughout the AJ, and corroborates his claims in one stroke. 
Conclusion
 The above arguments show that the disparity in Josephus’ treatment of Nicolaus is the 
result of a perceived bias in Nicolaus’ writing. But Josephus’ detection (or non-detection) of bias 
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38 See Mason (2003) pp. 563-4 for a discussion of where and how Josephus mentions Agrippa.
39 Ibid.
40 See Feldman (1988) pp. 476-477.
in Nicolaus all too conveniently serves Josephus’ own authorial aims. Because Josephus’ 
historical claims are based in his rhetorical strategies, his strategy of turning Herod into the 
ultimate exemplum of transgression and violation of Judaean customs determines his presentation 
of all “facts” pertaining to Herod, including Nicolaus’ Herodian material. Thus, it is 
inappropriate to take at face value Josephus’ claim that Nicolaus in fact wrote with a pandering 
attitude toward the king. By the same token, neither is Josephus’ claim that Nicolaus’ non-
Herodian material was unbiased self-evident. It suits Josephus’ purposes to present Nicolaus, and 
to read him, as such.
  What Josephus’ criticisms of Nicolaus’ account of Herod do tell us is that it was possible 
in Josephus’ day to read Nicolaus’ writing as biased in favor of Herod. Because we lack 
Nicolaus’ complete works, we do not have access to the full range of other possible readings. I 
will, however, suggest another reading. If Nicolaus did in fact include blatantly encomiastic and 
apologetic passages on Herod, of which we have no direct evidence, it is entirely possible that he 
composed them ironically.41 The skillful use of figured speech in purported praise of a powerful 
ruler, which would readily be understood as mockery by an immediate audience, was generally 
valued among ancient authors and audiences.42 The danger with this particular strategy is that it 
can be misunderstood, especially by those who lack the immediate context. It is possible that 
Josephus could have misinterpreted Nicolaus’ praise of Herod and believed it to be sincere rather 
than ironic. Or perhaps Josephus understood Nicolaus’ ironic tone, but it nevertheless suited his 
purposes to present these portions of Nicolaus as sincere and then attack them as further means 
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41 Compare, for instance, Lucan De Bello Civile 1.33-66.
42 Mason gives a detailed analysis of the use of figured speech and irony from the time of Augustus through late 
antiquity, and cogently argues that Josephus employed these strategies in his treatment of Domitian in the BJ, which 
has often been misunderstood as shameless flattery. See Mason 2009, pp. 69-102.
of propagating his anti-Herod agenda. Returning to the issue of source criticism yields some 
fruitful evidence on this question, for Nicolaus, after all, is widely considered Josephus’ primary 
source on Herod. This means, as Toher has argued,43 that Nicolaus must have included an 
account of Herod’s outrages and violations in some fashion. If Nicolaus indeed exalted Herod’s 
glory to the skies, as Josephus would have us believe, and then reported in detail, for instance, 
the execution of many of his family members, his enslavement to his passions, his paranoia and 
extreme jealousy, among other such character flaws and crimes as Josephus reports, Nicolaus 
would certainly have undermined his own laudatory remarks. This hypothesis complicates the 
traditional image of Nicolaus as Herod’s lackey and presents him as someone who, within 
whatever confines were imposed by his patron-king, crafted his literary art with considerable 
mastery.
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Chapter 2 
fi,loj te w@n tou/ basile,wj: Nicolaus as Historical Actor in the 
Judaean Antiquities
 I will now turn to Josephus’ other representation of Nicolaus of Damascus in the AJ: 
Nicolaus as historical actor. The previous chapter has dealt with how Josephus presents and 
utilizes his representation of Nicolaus as historian; this chapter will focus on his representation of 
the actor. The question at hand, then, is how Josephus presents Nicolaus the actor to the reader 
and how this presentation compares with Josephus’ treatment of the historian. Thus, in this 
chapter I explore whether he uses the actor to achieve his authorial ends as he does the historian. 
Josephus accuses Nicolaus the historian of bias as a result of his relationship to Herod; I 
investigate whether he presents the actor as similarly biased, given that Josephus exclusively 
presents him in his involvement in Herod’s affairs.
  There are two main differences in Josephus’ presentation of Nicolaus as actor. First, in 
contrast to the historian, Josephus presents Nicolaus the actor without any appeal to an extra-
textual authority. Rather than being a source of Josephus’ historical material, Nicolaus the actor 
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is that material. Second, in contrast to how Josephus presents Nicolaus as historian, particularly 
in the Herod narrative, he never gives any direct commentary- either to criticize or affirm- the 
actions or character of Nicolaus as actor. Josephus gives little direct description of the actor’s 
character, motivations, or internal processes. This of course makes it more difficult to answer the 
above questions than was the case with the historian. The interpretation of how Josephus 
presents the actor must therefore be drawn primarily from Josephus’ presentation of his words 
and actions. It is important to note these differences in order to gain a nuanced picture of 
Josephus’ overall presentation of Nicolaus in the AJ.
 My analysis will show that, in Books 16 and 17, there is a progression of Nicolaus the 
actor’s advocacy of Herod. Throughout the course of this progression, Josephus’ characterization 
of Nicolaus bears many points of resemblance to his description of Nicolaus as historian. In each 
capacity, Nicolaus is Herod’s defender and eulogist and functions in the service of Josephus’ 
broader authorial aims.1 This similarity ultimately shows that, despite the differences in how 
Josephus engages with actor and historian, Josephus’ presentation of “Nicolaus” is unified.
  Nicolaus appears as a character in the AJ in two distinct functions: he is always either 
speaking as an advocate, or traveling between Rome and Judaea. His travel marks him as an 
intermediary, or a figure who is always “in between,” both literally and figuratively. In his 
capacity as advocate and speaker, Nicolaus is both highly skilled and largely successful. 
Nicolaus delivers a total of seven speeches,2 all on behalf of what can readily be understood as 
Herod’s interests, including the fulfillment of his will after his death. They can grouped into five 
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1 The aims that I defined in Chapter 1 are (1) an ethical imperative, which involved the use of exemplarity and, to 
this end, the persistent negative depiction of Herod and (2) Judaean apologetic. See pp. 13-15.
2 These speeches occur at AJ 16.31-57 (FrGHist 90 F142); 339-50; 371-2 (T6); 17.99 (T7); 106-121 (F143); 240-7; 
315-6 (T10).
distinct episodes with their respective attendant narratives, which I further divide into the three 
phases of the progression of Nicolaus’ advocacy.
 The three phases of this progression are as follows: (1) the speeches at 16.31-57 and 
339-50 concern Herod’s external (that is, outside of Judaea) political affairs, and Nicolaus 
achieves unqualified successes in the outcomes of both cases. In the speech at 16.31-57, 
Josephus uses Nicolaus to further his apologetic aims in the AJ and his negative characterization 
of Herod. At 339-50, Josephus describes Nicolaus acting out of his enthusiasm for Herod’s 
cause. Thus, in the first two episodes Josephus presents us with a Nicolaus who shares functions 
and characteristics with Nicolaus the historian. (2) The speech at 16.371-2 marks a turning point 
in Nicolaus the actor’s role in Herod’s affairs, in which Nicolaus’ presentation as traveler has 
significance for our understanding of his relationship to the events of Herod’s and his children’s 
lives. Nicolaus experiences his first (and only) resounding failure to achieve his end at this point; 
this marks the impossibility of advocating on behalf of a reasonable course of action when it 
comes to Herod’s private affairs.
 (3) For the remaining two episodes, Nicolaus intervenes in matters concerning Herod’s 
internal or private affairs, namely concerning his sons. The speeches at 17.99 and 17.106-121 
involve Herod’s disputes with his son Antipater, and, while Nicolaus manages to achieve 
Antipater’s condemnation and subsequent execution in accordance with Herod’s wishes, this 
success is intrinsically problematic from Josephus’ perspective. For Josephus makes clear in his 
commentary on Herod’s earlier execution of the sons of Mariamne that despite Antipater’s guilt, 
it is an act of impiety to kill one’s son.3 Nicolaus now acts wholly on behalf of Herod’s will, 
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3 As per my discussion below of 16.401-4, pp. 53-5.
regardless of how insane, and becomes the driving force behind Antipater’s execution. He is 
certainly presented as eager and enthusiastic in this role, which again recalls Josephus’ 
description of Nicolaus the historian. Finally, the speeches at 17.240-7 and 315-6 concern 
Herod’s son Archelaus and his claim to be Herod’s successor. Nicolaus achieves immediate 
partial success, but only by resorting to rhetorical trickery, which once more recalls the 
accusations of partiality and sleight of hand that Josephus levels at the historian. But by the end 
of Book 17 even Nicolaus’ partial success has been completely undone by Augustus’ decision to 
remove Archelaus from power and to annex Judaea to the province of Syria. This lends validity 
to my claim that Nicolaus’ advocacy of Archelaus is problematic as Josephus presents it.
 In this chapter, when I use the name “Nicolaus,” I am referring to Josephus’ 
representation of Nicolaus as a historical actor and neither to the historical Nicolaus nor to 
Josephus’ representation of the historian, except where otherwise specified. It bears restating that 
Nicolaus in the AJ, whether the actor or the historian, must always be understood as Josephus’ 
literary creation, which stands in an indeterminate relationship to the historical person.
1. Nicolaus and Herod’s External Affairs
The Defense of the Ionian Judaeans 
 Nicolaus’ first and longest speech in the AJ occurs when Herod and Nicolaus are 
traveling in Ionia with Marcus Agrippa. The episode (16.29-65) can be divided into two parts: 
the text of the speech (31-57) and the surrounding narrative. This speech is unique among 
Nicolaus’ speeches in that it does not arise out of a crisis which Herod or his family have 
experienced. All the same, Nicolaus speaks as the advocate of Herod’s interests, in this case the 
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wellbeing of diaspora Judaeans; his eventual success serves to increase Herod’s popularity both 
at home and abroad. To this end, Nicolaus successfully employs his considerable rhetorical skill 
in a defense of Judaeans and their way of life. The speech thus functions as an articulation of one 
of Josephus’ main themes throughout the AJ: Judaean apologetic, surely a just cause from 
Josephus’ perspective if ever there was one. In this capacity, Josephus has Nicolaus make use of 
one of Josephus’ own distinctive apologetic strategies: the citation of Roman decrees on the 
rights of Judaean communities. By using Nicolaus the actor to forward his apologetic aims, 
Josephus uses him in a capacity similar to that in which he sometimes uses Nicolaus the 
historian.4 Josephus also uses Nicolaus the actor’s speech on this occasion to continue his 
persistently negative characterization of Herod. This is yet another connection between the 
function of both the actor and the historian; for, as we saw in the previous chapter, Josephus’ 
references to Nicolaus the historian, where Herod is concerned, are aimed at promoting 
Josephus’ broader critique of Herod. 
 Nicolaus’ speech occurs after Herod has established a friendship with Marcus Agrippa 
and has been traveling around the eastern Mediterranean with him, after assisting him in a 
campaign in Pontus (16.22). Throughout their journey, Herod has conferred gifts on the various 
cities through which they have passed, sparing no expense, and has interceded on behalf of 
whomever sought favors from Agrippa (16.24-6). Josephus elaborates one such incident in 
considerable detail: while in Ionia, Agrippa is approached by a large group of diaspora Judaeans 
complaining about mistreatment at the hands of the Ionian Greeks. Specifically, their claim was 
that they were not allowed to observe the ancestral custom of sending offerings to Jerusalem and 
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4 See my discussion of Josephus’ authorial aims in the previous chapter, pp. 13-5.
were being forced to appear in court and serve in the military on holy days. Herod intercedes and 
assigns Nicolaus to plead their case, in the form of a speech, before Agrippa. 
 The main argument in the speech is that the Ionians are wrong to deprive the Judaeans of 
their right to practice their ancestral customs because this right has been granted them by the 
Romans, who have authority over both the Judaeans and the Ionians (16.34, 57). He also argues 
that the right to observe one’s native customs is universally considered good; that it is the 
measure of human happiness (36); and thus that it is intrinsically wrong to deprive anyone of this 
right (37). This second argument thus hinges on the idea that the prerogative of observing one’s 
customs is a universal human right. As a third point, Nicolaus defends Judaean customs at length, 
saying that they are pious and ancient, and do not arouse envy (43-5), and that Judaean customs 
therefore merit the protection he seeks. This third point is distinctly apologetic on behalf of all 
Judaeans, not merely the Ionian community. As I discussed in the previous chapter, one of 
Josephus’ primary apologetic strategies is to emphasize Judaean piety.5 This speech does so 
abundantly.6 These views are consistently endorsed by the narrative voice.7
 Another apologetic strategy which Josephus attributes to Nicolaus is represented by 
Nicolaus’ claim at 47 that he is able to read many decrees of the Roman Senate and tablets stored 
in the Capitol which granted rights and protection to the Judaeans: e;ti kai. dunai,meq v a@n polla. 
do,gmata th/j sugklh,tou kai. ta.j evn tw/| Kapetwli,w| keime,naj de,ltouj u`pe.r tou,twn avnaginw,skein 
(‘We could, moreover, read many decrees of the Senate and tablets concerning these matters 
which are placed in the Capitol.’) This strategy is one that Josephus has used elsewhere in the 
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5 See Chapter 1, p. 15.
6 See in particular 16.41-44.
7 Josephus particularly asserts the piety of Judaean customs in the proem of the AJ at 1.6 and 14.
AJ.8 For example, at 14.186, Josephus explains that he believes it necessary to cite Roman 
decrees concerning the Judaeans in response to anti-Judaean polemic: i[na mh. lanqa,nh| tou.j 
a;llouj a[pantaj( o[ti kai. oi` th/j  vAsi,aj kai. oi` th/j Euvrw,phj basilei/j dia. spoudh/j e;scon h`ma/j
( th,n te avndrei,an h`mw/n kai. th.n pi,stin avgaph,santej) (‘in order that it should not escape 
everyone else’s notice that the kings of Asia and of Europe held us in esteem and admired our 
bravery and loyalty’). He has chosen to relate these decrees, he says at 188, because some people 
refuse to believe the accounts of the Judaeans written by the Persians and Macedonians, whereas 
the credibility of Roman documents is indisputable: pro.j de. ta. u`po.  `Rwmai,wn do,gmata ouvk 
e;stin avnteipei/n( e;n te ga.r dhmosi,oij avna,keitai to,poij tw/n po,lewn kai. e;ti nu/n evn tw|/ 
Kapetwli,w| calcai/j sth,laij evgge,graptai (‘The decrees of the Romans are irrefutable, for they 
are set up in public places in the cities and even now are written on bronze monuments in the 
Capitol’). The strategy is thus meant to be persuasive and effective. The text of these decrees, 
written as direct quotation, occupies 74 chapters.9 Josephus connects the speech to the broader 
theme of apologetic by ascribing to Nicolaus this abbreviated version of this rhetorical strategy. 
Because it is blatantly clear that the strategy is common to both Josephus’ authorial persona and 
the speech which he constructs as Nicolaus’, Josephus has connected Nicolaus’ argument in 
defense of all Judaeans with that of his own authorial voice. This connection makes Nicolaus’ 
argument part of a unifying theme that runs throughout the AJ; Nicolaus serves as a mouthpiece 
of Josephus’ broader authorial agenda.
 Josephus also uses Nicolaus’ speech to further his negative characterization of Herod as 
friendly to the Romans. At first glance, Nicolaus’ description of Herod appears entirely positive. 
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8 Specifically, at 14.189-264; 306-323; 16.162-173; and 19.279-291.
9 For more on these documents in the AJ, see Gruen (2002), especially pp. 84-104. Gruen argues for their general 
authenticity. See ibid. for further bibliography.
Nicolaus argues (his final argument in the speech referred to above) that the Judaeans deserve the 
protection of the Romans because of the long-standing friendship that has existed between the 
two peoples. Herod, says Nicolaus, is himself the prime example of how friendly the Judaeans 
are to the Romans (50-1); his father Antipater likewise displayed great deeds in service to Caesar 
(52-3). As Nicolaus goes on to elaborate his praise of Herod at 51, with rhetorical flourishes:
w-| poi,a me.n eu;noia pro.j to.n u`me,teron oi=kon parale,leiptai* poi,a de. pi,stij 
evndeh,j evstin* ti,j de. ouv neno,htai timh,* poi,a| de. crei,a| mh. eivj prou=pton o`ra/|* ti, 
dh. kwlu,ei kai. ta.j u`mete,raj ca,ritaj tw/n tosou,twn euvergesiw/n ivsa,riqmon ei=nai*
‘What act of goodwill toward your [Agrippa’s] household has he neglected? What 
loyalty does he lack? Of what honor has he not been thoughtful? In what need has 
he not shown foresight? What, then, prevents your favors from equalling the 
number of those good deeds?’
Josephus does not directly dispute or critique Nicolaus’ positive claims about Herod, but these 
claims connect to a broader criticism of the king. Josephus does indeed present Herod as loyal, 
thoughtful, and friendly- to the Romans and to non-Judaean cities.10 But to his own family, and 
at times to his own people, Herod is cruel and hostile.11 Thus, because Josephus has Nicolaus 
praise only Herod’s good deeds abroad, this description of Herod in Nicolaus’ speech is 
consistent with Josephus’ own presentation of the king. Nicolaus’ description of Herod is thus 
double-edged; it is an important argument in the speech, which as a whole accomplishes 
something good (in Josephus’ presentation) by securing rights for the Ionian Judaeans and 
furthering Josephus’ apologetic aim. By the same token, Nicolaus’ praise of Herod’s benefactions 
outside of Judaea alludes to and reinforces Herod’s problematic character.
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10 See 16.327-30 on Herod’s benefactions to foreign cities and service to Augustus and the most powerful Romans, 
and how the Judaeans found this problematic. For Josephus’ more explicit verdict on Herod, at 19.329:  [Ellhsi 
ple,on h@  vIoudai,oij oivkei,wj e;cein o`mologou,menoj)
11 On his cruelty to the Judaean people, see 15.365-6, discussed below. On his cruelty to his own family, see, in 
particular, the execution of his wife Mariamne (15.232-6), her mother Alexandra (15.247-52), Mariamne’s brother 
Aristobulus (15.50-6), Mariamne’s sons (16.392-4), and his son by his first wife, Doris, Antipater (16.187).
 In the episode in Ionia, we thus find Josephus employing Nicolaus the actor in two ways 
that are similar to how he employs Nicolaus the historian throughout the AJ. First, by having 
Nicolaus bear witness to the piety of Judaean customs in the service of his authorial aims, 
Josephus uses Nicolaus the actor for the same end as he uses Nicolaus the historian on material 
not pertaining to Herod.12 There, instead of calling on a character to testify, Josephus makes 
reference to the text of his historical predecessor to corroborate his accounts of Judaean history. 
Second, Josephus employs Nicolaus in the service of his negative characterization of Herod in a 
way that is also familiar from his treatment of Nicolaus the historian.13 In the previous chapter, I 
discussed how Josephus’ criticisms of Nicolaus ultimately display Herod in a worse light than 
the historian, an effect that Josephus has a vested interest in achieving. In the present case, 
though Josephus is by no means offering criticism of Nicolaus the actor, he achieves a similar 
effect. Thus, in this first episode, Josephus shows us a Nicolaus who, like the historian, serves 
Josephus’ own authorial aims.
The Reconciliation of Herod with Augustus
 The second instance of Nicolaus’ unqualified success in securing Herod’s interests occurs 
under less happy circumstances.14 As in the first episode, Josephus presents the object of 
Nicolaus’ advocacy as reasonable and just. The resounding success of Nicolaus’ intervention on 
Herod’s behalf is due to Nicolaus’ considerable skill at both speaking and negotiating. Josephus 
also provides the reader with a rare glimpse into the internal processes of Nicolaus the actor, and 
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12 See my discussion in Ch. 1, pp. 22-5.
13 See in particular my discussion in Chapter 1, pp. 17-21.
14 This episode is divided between the initial events involving Syllaeus at 16.271-99, which end with Herod 
dispatching Nicolaus, and the narrative of Nicolaus’ intervention at Rome at 335-55.
what we see there bears a resemblance to Josephus’ description of Nicolaus the historian at 
16.183-6; namely, that in both cases Nicolaus is eager or enthusiastic in Herod’s defense. This 
similarity has the potential to suggest that Josephus is presenting Nicolaus the actor as 
problematic in his motives because Josephus overtly problematized such a motive in the 
historian.15 Because, however, Josephus here presents Herod’s defense as just and reasonable, 
Nicolaus the actor avoids having his enthusiasm understood as a fault- but only just. The 
potential for Nicolaus’ zeal to appear problematic, suggested by its affinity to the criticism of the 
historian, remains open.
 When Nicolaus makes his appearance in this episode at 16.299, Herod is facing what is 
perhaps his worst failure and disgrace in the public arena to date. The circumstances are 
complicated. Syllaeus, a man who has virtual control over the kingdom of Arabia due to the 
king’s weak character (first introduced at 220), has been harboring bands of robbers from 
Trachonitis, a city within Herod’s realm (275). From their base in Arabia, these robbers have 
pillaged Judaea and Coele-Syria, and Herod has been unable to stop them because of Syllaeus’ 
protection (276). Herod seeks the intervention of Saturninus and Volumnius, the Roman 
governors of Syria, and they stipulate that Syllaeus must repay a debt of sixty talents owed to 
Herod and that both parties must return any of the other’s subjects whom they are harboring 
(281). Syllaeus, however, does not comply, but travels to Rome (282). With the permission of 
Saturninus and Volumnius, Herod leads an army into Arabia to reclaim his property and capture 
the robbers, which results in a skirmish in which twenty-five Arabians are killed (284). Herod 
makes a full report of the incident to the governors and defends his actions as appropriate to the 
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15 See my discussion in Ch. 1, pp. 17-21.
circumstances. Upon investigating the affair, the governors determine that Herod’s account was 
accurate (285). When word of Herod’s actions reaches Syllaeus in Rome, however, the 
messengers exaggerate the story. Syllaeus then dresses in mourning, appears before Augustus 
and exaggerates the tale even further, until according to him Arabia has been ruined by war 
(pole,mw| ta. peri. th.n  vArabi,an ei;h kekakwme,na) and ravaged by Herod’s army (stratia|/ 
porqh,santoj auvth.n  `Hrw,dou) (287). In tears, Syllaeus reports that 2,500 Arabian nobles have 
been killed (288). Angered by this account, Augustus asks Herod’s men who are present a single 
question (auvto. mo,non), whether Herod has led out an army (290). Given an honest answer but 
lacking the context, Augustus becomes even angrier with Herod and writes to him (at 290) that 
“though formerly he had treated him as a friend, he would now treat him as a subject” (o[ti pa,lai 
crw,menoj auvtw/| fi,lw|( nu/n u`phko,w| crh,setai))
 Herod suffers considerably as a result: he loses the freedom of speech (parrhsi,a) which 
he has formerly enjoyed with Augustus (293) and becomes depressed when Augustus refuses 
even to see the embassy Herod sends to defend himself. He is thus unable to act against the 
robbers any further and, because Syllaeus is conspiring to claim the Arabian throne, both Judaea 
and Arabia continue to deteriorate into lawlessness (297). In this powerless state, Herod decides 
to send another embassy to Rome to see “whether he might find Augustus more temperate by 
making the appeal through his friends and in his presence” (ei; ti du,naito metriw,teron eu`rei/n 
dia, te tw/n fi,lwn kai. pro.j auvto.n Kai,sara th.n evntuci,an poihsa,menoj 299) “And so,” writes 
Josephus at 299, “Nicolaus of Damascus departed [for Rome].” (kavkei/ me.n o` Damaskhno.j avph|,ei 
Niko,laoj). 
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 Upon his arrival at Rome (336), Nicolaus discovers considerable infighting among the 
Arabians present. Some of them have abandoned Syllaeus, and they go over to Nicolaus. These 
men have evidence in the form of letters that Syllaeus has murdered the friends of the recently 
deceased king Obadas. This turn of events allows Nicolaus to formulate a strategy for Herod’s 
defense. As Josephus writes at 338:
o` de. Niko,laoj euvtuci,an tina. tau,thn o`rw/n au`tw/| prosgegenhme,nhn( di v auvth/j 
evpragmateu,eto to. me,llon( evpei,gwn eivj diallaga.j evlqei/n  `Hrw,dh| Kai,sara\ 
safw/j ga.r hvpi,stato boulome,nw| me.n avpologei/sqai peri. w-n e;praxen ouvk e;sesqai 
parrhsi,an( evqe,lonti de. kathgorei/n Sullai,ou genh,sesqai kairo.n u`pe.r  `Hrw,dou 
le,gein)
Nicolaus saw this as a piece of luck that had come his way. Through it, he brought 
about his plan, since he was was urging Caesar to reconcile with Herod. For he 
knew clearly that there would be no freedom of speech for one wishing to defend 
what Herod had done, but for one willing to accuse Syllaeus there would be an 
opportunity to speak about Herod.
Thus Nicolaus contrives to speak before Augustus on behalf of the Arabians to denounce 
Syllaeus. He makes many serious accusations, including of the murder of King Obadas and other 
prominent Arabians, of illicit sex with Arabian and Roman women, of financial indiscretions, 
and, to crown them all, of the willful deception of Augustus by false reports about Herod. At this 
point, Augustus interrupts Nicolaus’ speech to ask the truth of what Syllaeus has told him about 
Herod’s campaign into Arabia (341). This gives Nicolaus the opportunity to relate his version of 
events with particular emphasis on Herod’s restraint in seeking the intervention of the governors 
of Syria and Syllaeus’ gross exaggeration of the casualties. Upon cross-examining Syllaeus, 
Augustus transfers his anger from Herod to him and sentences Syllaeus to death.
 It is clear that the account of Herod’s actions against Syllaeus that Josephus attributes to 
Nicolaus coincides with Josephus’ narrative account of these events. Josephus describes in no 
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uncertain terms the injustice of Herod’s suffering at the hand of Syllaeus, both in his 
characterization of Syllaeus throughout the narrative as a liar, murderer, thief, etc., and explicitly 
at 298 Josephus says that Herod “was compelled to endure all of the unlawful deeds committed 
against himself” (a`pa,saj ta.j eivj au`to.n paranomi,aj fe,rein hvnagka,zeto). This characterization 
certainly implies that, from Josephus’ perspective, Nicolaus’ cause is just. Josephus also presents 
Nicolaus not only as a skilled speaker but as a clever strategist: he knows Augustus’ temperament 
well enough to manipulate his way into receiving an audience, and his calculated speech causes 
Augustus to solicit from him an account of what Nicolaus really wanted to talk about. Acting on 
behalf of a just cause, Nicolaus uses his considerable skill successfully to reconcile Herod to 
Augustus.
 Josephus, however, also describes Nicolaus at 338 as “urging” (evpei,gwn) Augustus to 
reconcile with Herod, which suggests an eagerness on Nicolaus’ behalf. This description 
resembles Josephus’ criticism of Nicolaus the historian at 183-6, where he uses the terms meta. 
pa,shj spoudh/j and evspoudasme,nwj to describe Nicolaus’ attitude toward his defense of Herod’s 
wrongdoing in his historical writing.16 There is considerable difference between these two 
circumstances, however: at 183-6, Josephus is criticizing the historian Nicolaus because his 
enthusiasm or zeal on Herod’s behalf allegedly led him to falsify his historical account. In this 
episode, by contrast, Josephus is presenting Nicolaus the actor’s eagerness for Herod’s cause as 
the catalyst of his considerable cunning and rhetorical talent. He does not, however, give false 
testimony in his speech but describes the events in a way that is consistent with Josephus’ 
narrative. Thus, for Josephus, enthusiasm on behalf of Herod does not absolutely signify bias or 
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16 See Chapter 1, pp. 17-21.
untruthfulness; it suited Josephus’ purpose at 183-6 to present the historian as biased as a result 
of his eagerness, whereas here Josephus constructs the actor’s enthusiasm as the impetus for 
Nicolaus employing his skills on behalf of revealing to Augustus the truth of Herod’s actions in 
Arabia. However, the possibility of Nicolaus the actor being problematic on the same score as 
the historian is not wholly dispelled by the justice of Nicolaus’ cause in this particular situation. 
For in subsequent episodes we continue to find Nicolaus acting with apparent, if unstated, 
eagerness on behalf of causes of dubious justice.
2. Nicolaus in Between
 As I mentioned above, Nicolaus the actor always appears involved in the activity of either 
advocacy or travel. Josephus emphasizes Nicolaus as a traveler by thrice referring to the action 
specifically, though Nicolaus is a character whose range of activity is otherwise quite limited. At 
16.299, upon Herod’s decision to send a second embassy to Augustus to reconcile with him after 
the affair with Syllaeus, Josephus specifically mentions that Nicolaus departed for Rome. Upon 
the conclusion of Nicolaus’ reconciliation, Herod meets Nicolaus at Tyre, where he has stopped 
on his return voyage, and, after a brief interaction, Herod bids Nicolaus return to Judaea with 
him.17 Finally, when Archelaus travels to Rome to claim the throne of Judaea, Josephus mentions 
that Nicolaus accompanies him.18 Nicolaus also surfaces in various locations where he delivers 
speeches, to each of which the reader must infer that he has traveled. Because Nicolaus is an 
intermediary, there is a metaphorical connection between the state of being in transit and the act 
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17 AJ 16.370-2.
18 AJ 17.219 (FrGHist 90 T8).
of speaking to one party on behalf of another. Nicolaus the character, in this way, is always “in 
between” in the AJ.
 The meeting of Nicolaus and Herod at Tyre marks a turning point for Nicolaus’ role in his 
advocacy of Herod’s interests; their interaction in this episode is itself “in between” and is 
marked in its uniqueness. Nicolaus has shifted en route from being the advocate of Herod’s 
external affairs to being the advocate of his internal affairs. This episode also marks a shift in the 
objects of Nicolaus’ advocacy: in the prior episodes, Nicolaus has advocated on behalf of 
Herod’s interests, and these particular interests have been reasonable and just. After the meeting 
at Tyre, Nicolaus will advocate on behalf of Herod’s interests in matters that do not, as Josephus 
presents them, coincide with reason or justice.
 Both Nicolaus and Herod are in transit at this point, both literally and metaphorically. The 
sons of Mariamne have been convicted and sentenced to death (369), though they are alive and 
with Herod at Tyre. When Nicolaus and Herod meet, Herod asks him what his friends in Rome 
(oi` evn  `Rw,mh| auvtou/ fi,loi) think about his sons (370). Nicolaus responds at 371-2:
kavkei/noj ei=pen o[ti dokei/ me.n avsebh/ ei=nai ta. evkei,noij peri. se. evgnwsme,na, 
crh/nai me,ntoi auvtou.j kaqei,rxanta desmw,taj fula,ttein( kai. eiv me.n e`te,rwj soi 
dokoi,h kola,zein auvtou,j( mh. fai,noio ovrgh/| to. plei/on h @ gnw,mh| kecrh/sqai( eiv de. 
tavnanti,a avpolu,ein( mh. avnepano,rqwton ei;h soi to. avtu,chma) ta. auvta. de. dokei/ 
kai. evn  `Rw,mh| toi/j plei,stoij tw/n sw/n fi,lwn) kai. o]j siwph,saj evn pollh|/ 
evge,neto sunnoi,a|( kavkei/non evke,leuse sumplei/n auvtw|/)
He [Nicolaus] said that it seemed that though their thoughts concerning himself 
[Herod] were impious, he [Herod] ought, however, to lock them up and guard 
them as prisoners, and if it seemed best to him to punish them otherwise, he 
should not appear to have acted more from anger than from reason. But if, on the 
contrary, it seemed best to him to let them go, he should not let his misfortune go 
uncorrected. Most of his [Herod’s] friends in Rome were of the same opinion. 
And Herod was silent and deep in thought, and then told Nicolaus to sail with 
him.
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The uniqueness of this encounter is felt in the fact that it is the only “speech” which Nicolaus 
gives in the entire AJ that is part of a private conversation and not given as an argument before a 
court or council. This is also the only appeal Josephus has Nicolaus make which is utterly 
unsuccessful. Despite his pensive response, Herod wholly neglects Nicolaus’ advice.
 Because we have become accustomed in the two preceding episodes to seeing Nicolaus 
as widely successful at persuading powerful people to do what he wishes, Nicolaus’ 
ineffectiveness in this episode requires some explanation. Nicolaus here advises a prudent and 
moderate course of action. (Though Josephus constructs the scene in such a way that the ideas 
Nicolaus reports originate elsewhere, the fact that he has Nicolaus speak them has the effect of 
attaching these ideas to Nicolaus.) Ultimately, Herod does not in fact listen to anyone cautioning 
prudence, paternal mercy, or reason, in the case of the sons of Mariamne.19 The implication is 
that all such appeals are doomed to failure, and that Nicolaus must change his tack if he wishes 
to meet with success in the future. This scene, and the literal convergence of Nicolaus’ path with 
Herod’s, marks the end of Nicolaus’ advocacy for reasonable courses of action which contradict 
the will of Herod.
 The particular need for such a change on Nicolaus’ part is brought on by the shifting 
focus in the AJ from Herod’s external successes to his domestic troubles in his later career. This 
is Nicolaus’ first attempt at intervening in Herod’s private affairs in any capacity. From this point 
onward, Nicolaus will appear in the AJ only in connection with matters involving Herod’s sons, 
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19 Notably, the soldier Tiro is ultimately executed for his bold speech against Herod’s insanity in his treatment of his 
sons in the scene that follows shortly (379-93). As Josephus remarks at 392:  `O de.  `Hrw,dhj ouvd v ei; ti pro,teron 
evndoia,simon h=n auvtw/| peri. th.n teknoktoni,an( tou,tw| to,pon h @ cw,ran evn th/| yuch/| kataleloipw,j, avlla. pa/n        
evxh|rhme,noj to. dunhso,menon auvtw|/ meta,noian avmei,nonoj logismou/ parascei/n( e;speusen h;dh te,loj evpiqei/nai th/| 
proaire,sei)
an arena in which Herod, according to Josephus, was most unfortunate.20 There is no reasoning 
with Herod when it comes to his family. Thus, because what constitutes Herod’s interests has 
shifted from his external successes to his desire to prevail over his sons, Nicolaus’ success as 
advocate depends upon his loyalty to Herod’s interests, however unreasonable. Josephus by no 
means claims that Nicolaus made a conscious decision at Tyre to make such a shift, but the 
progression of Nicolaus’ actions certainly suggests such a choice.
3. Nicolaus and Herod’s Sons 
The Trial of Antipater
 In Nicolaus’ last speeches on Herod’s behalf while the king is still alive, Josephus 
presents Nicolaus acting on behalf of Herod’s will, but in this case, Herod is seeking something 
which, in Josephus’ judgment, is deeply problematic: to condemn and execute his son 
Antipater.21 Nicolaus, though he is not explicitly described as eager or enthusiastic in this 
episode, nevertheless appears eager in his words and actions. He resorts to exaggeration to secure 
Antipater’s condemnation, which recalls Josephus’ accusations of biased falsification against 
Nicolaus the historian. Josephus further recalls his criticism of the historian by describing the 
relationship of Nicolaus the actor to Herod in terms very similar to how he described the 
historian at 16.183-6. It is Nicolaus’ close relationship to Herod that affords him grounds for 
speaking and his enthusiasm on Herod’s behalf that motivates his forceful and exaggerated 
speech, even when Herod is himself no longer willing or able to proceed with his accusations. 
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20 See 17.192: o`po,sa de. ta. kat v oi=kon peri. ui`ei/j tou.j auvtou/( o[sa me.n gnw,mh| th|/ evkei,nou kai. pa,nu dexia|/ 
kecrhme,noj dia. to. kri,naj evcqrou.j kratei/n ouvc u`sterh/sai( dokei/n d vevmoi. kai. pa,nu dustuch,j)
21 This Antipater is the son of Herod’s first wife, Doris, named at 14.300.
The result of both is a father killing his son, which Josephus calls an act of impiety.22 Even 
Josephus’ unambiguous assertion of Antipater’s guilt does not, for him, make Herod any less 
cruel. This shows Nicolaus acting on behalf of Herod’s interests regardless of what is, in 
Josephus’ view, reasonable or just.
 Nicolaus makes two speeches during Antipater’s trial.23 The reason for the trial is that 
Antipater has been discovered not merely to have plotted the ruin of the sons of Mariamne by 
falsely accusing them of attempted parricide but himself to have designs against Herod’s life, 
despite the fact that Antipater is directly in line for the throne and that Herod is by now an old 
man. Quintilius Varus, governor of Syria, presides over the trial. Herod presents the accusations 
and rebukes his son for his gross impiety against his brothers, “whom he [Antipater] absolved 
from all evil when he became the heir of their parricide” (ou]j avpolu,ein kakou/ panto.j 
klhrono,mon th/j patroktoni,aj auvtoi/j kaqista,menon) (98). At this point, Herod is overcome by 
tears and is unable to speak, and as Josephus relates at 99:
kai. Niko,laoj o` Damaskhno.j fi,loj te wv.n tou/ basile,wj kai. ta. pa,nta 
sundiaitw,menoj evkei,nw|( kai. toi/j pra,gmasin o]n pracqei/en tro,pon parateteucw,j, 
dehqe,nti tw|/ basilei/ ta. loipa. eivpei/n e;legen o`po,sa avpodei,xew,n te kai. evle,gcwn 
evco,mena h=n)
Nicolaus of Damascus, since he was the king’s friend and his companion in all 
things, and because he had been present in these affairs and in the manner in 
which Herod conducted them, spoke what remained to be said on behalf of the 
king, who was in need. He spoke as many proofs and accusations as were 
pertinent.
Josephus describes Nicolaus’ relationship to Herod, but, unusually, does not give details of his 
speech. The relationship is characterized in terms similar to those Josephus uses to describe 
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22 See my discussion of 16.401-4 below.
23 These occur at 17. 99 and 106-21.
Nicolaus the historian at 16.184, saying that he “lived in Herod’s kingdom and spent time with 
him” (zw/n te ga.r evn th|/ basilei,a| kai. sunw.n auvtw|). Of course, at 16.184, Josephus emphasizes 
the close relationship between Herod and Nicolaus as a means of explaining Nicolaus’ alleged 
bias in his writing. Here at 17.99, however, Josephus’ description of Nicolaus the actor’s 
relationship to Herod explains why Nicolaus should speak on the king’s behalf in this 
emotionally charged setting. Josephus presents Nicolaus as eminently qualified: as an 
eyewitness, he is acquainted with both the situation and, as Herod’s companion, with Herod’s 
mode of conduct. As Herod’s friend, he is motivated to take his side in the trial. That Nicolaus’ 
intervention is required because Herod is too overcome by emotion again shows Herod’s 
dependence on Nicolaus, in addition to heightening the drama of the scene. This dependence is 
thrown into sharper relief than in prior episodes by the king’s complete loss of the ability to 
speak (le,gein te a;poroj h=n 17.99). Nicolaus quite literally becomes the king’s voice. 
 Antipater presents his defense (100-5) and ends by denouncing the credibility of the 
evidence against him that had been obtained by torture; he then offers himself to be tortured to 
prove his own truthfulness. This statement, coupled with Antipater’s weeping and facial 
contortions, has a profound effect on the council, “so that he reduced even his enemies to a state 
of compassion” (w[ste kai. toi/j evcqroi/j di v oi;ktou katasth/nai) and “even Herod was obviously 
being turned somewhat from his resolve, although he did not wish it to be apparent” (fanero.n de. 
h;dh kai. ~Hrw,dhn ei=nai kampto,meno,n ti th/| gnw,mh| kai,per mh. boulo,menon e;kdhlon ei=nai) (106). 
As at 99, Nicolaus intervenes when the unchecked emotion of Herod, and, in this case, of the rest  
of the council, threatens the case against Antipater. Nicolaus thus becomes the sole agent 
pursuing Antipater’s conviction. Herod’s wavering at this point does not make him more 
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sympathetic, because it is evidence not of his paternal affection or duty so much as enslavement 
to his passions, a theme which has motivated most of his interactions with his family and has 
directly caused most of his misfortunes in this sphere.24 That Nicolaus should twice check 
Herod’s feelings renders impossible any reconciliation which would have obviated Antipater’s 
death. On the other hand, according to Josephus, Antipater is unambiguously guilty25 and his 
speech of defense is entirely perjurious.26 There is little in Antipater which garners the reader’s 
sympathy, especially when compared with the youth and innocence of the sons of Mariamne as 
Josephus has them. This creates ambiguity in the coloring of Nicolaus’ interventions and in his 
determination to see Antipater condemned; his actions are at once warranted and problematic.
 When Nicolaus intervenes at 106 to stop Herod’s wavering, Josephus reports the speech 
in considerable detail. This time, says Josephus, Nicolaus “repeats [the earlier charges], 
exaggerating even more” (palillogei/ meizo,nwj evkdeinw/n). This exaggeration is problematic 
because Nicolaus’ pursuit of Herod’s interests drives him to dishonesty in a way that recalls 
Josephus’ overt criticism of the historian at 16.183-6, namely the criticism of the historian’s 
alleged tendency to distort what really happened. This raises the specter of bias. This 
exaggeration, and the fact that Nicolaus has taken charge of the indictment when Herod was 
perhaps ready to drop it, give the appearance of eagerness and enthusiasm on behalf of Herod’s 
interests, or at least on behalf of what Nicolaus takes to be Herod’s interests when in fact Herod 
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24 See, for instance, 15.212, on Herod’s passion for Mariamne, and 15.240-6, on Herod’s passion-induced madness 
after her execution.
25 This is clear throughout books 16 and 17, but is perhaps most concisely stated in this very scene at 17.129-30: 
eivwqo,tej me.n kai. pa,ntej oi=j evpilei,pei avreth/j( o`po,te me.n evgceirhtai, tinwn kakw/n ei=en( tou/ qei,ou to. pa/si 
paratugca,nein avfori,santej gnw,mh| th|/ au`tw/n evpi. ta. e;rga cwrei/n( o`po,te de. fwrw,menoi kinduneu,oien di,khn 
u`poscei/n( kat v evpi,klhsin auvtou/ marturiw/n ta. pa,nta evktre,pein) o] dh. kai. tw|/  vAntipa,trw| sumbebh,kei\ ta. pa,nta 
ga.r w`j evn evrhmi,a| tou/ qei,ou diapepragme,noj( kateirgou,shj auvto.n pantaco,qen th/j di,khj avpori,a| tw/n avllaco,qen 
dikaiwma,twn oi-j avpolu,saito ta. evgkeklhme,na( au=qij evneparoi,nei th/| avreth/| tou/ qei,ou( marturi,an evpiskh,ptwn auvtw/| 
o;tiper ivscu,i th/| evkei,nou perie,wsto( eivj me,souj paragago,ntoj o`po,sa peri. tw/| patri. pra,ssein tolma/n ouvk evne,lipen)
26 It is perjurious when compared with Josephus’ narrative of the events in question throughout Books 16 and 17.
might have changed his mind. Indeed, Nicolaus does not allow Herod the space to change his 
mind, but pushes the trial to its conclusion. 
 Nicolaus addresses this speech to Antipater directly, speaking to him in the second 
person. This has the effect of rendering Nicolaus’ accusations very direct and personal, which 
emphasizes the alleged atrocity of Antipater’s action. This strategy also matches the tenor of 
Nicolaus’ speech to the heightened emotion of the scene. The portion of the speech in direct 
discourse (110-120) emphasizes Antipater’s duplicity against his father and brothers (110-4), the 
unnaturalness of parricide (115), and his hypocrisy in refuting the evidence against him gained 
by torture while offering himself for torture (119). Nicolaus turns his address to Varus in the last 
chapter of direct discourse (120), and asks him to execute this “wicked beast” (ponhro.n qhri,on), 
and asserts that “he who does not punish [parricide] does injustice to nature” (o` mh. kola,zwn 
avdikei/ th.n fu,sin). Nicolaus is succeeded by a multitude of accusers who stand and give 
testimony against Antipater (122-6). The result of these accusations combined is a complete 
turning of the tables for the emotions of the concerned parties. It is Antipater’s turn to be 
speechless: mhde. o[son avpo. fwnh/j evp v avntile,xei th.n ivscu.n eivsfe,resqai (‘Nor was he able to 
summon enough strength of voice to contradict’) (126). Antipater is arrested and kept in prison 
(133) and, after Herod on his deathbed receives permission from Augustus to punish his son as 
he sees fit, is executed (187)- the last action Josephus records Herod taking aside from rewriting 
his will.
 Much of my characterization of Nicolaus’ actions in this episode depends on the 
understanding that Josephus’ authorial voice condemns the execution of Antipater, despite that 
same voice’s unequivocal assertion of Antipater’s guilt. The best evidence for Josephus’ 
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condemnation of Antipater’s execution comes from his verdict on the death of the sons of 
Mariamne, which closes Book 16 and looks ahead to the death of Antipater. Speaking of Herod’s 
situation with the sons of Mariamne, Josephus writes at 16.401-4:
h;rkei ga.r( eiv kai. kate,gnw( kai. zw/ntaj o[mwj evn desmoi/j h@ xeniteu,ontaj avpo. th/j 
avrch/j e;cein( mega,lhn avsfa,leian au`tw|/ peribeblhme,nw| th.n  `Rwmai,wn du,namin( 
di v h]n ouvde.n ouvd v evx evfo,dou kai. bi,aj paqei/n evdu,nato) to. d v avpoktei/nai tacu. 
kai. pro.j h`donh.n tou/ nikw/ntoj auvto.n pa,qouj( avsebei,aj tekmh,rion avnupotimh,tou, 
kai. th/j h`liki,aj ou;shj evn gh,ra| tosou/ton evxh,marten) h[ ge mh.n parolkh. kai. to. 
croni,zon ouvk av.n auvtw|/ suggnw,mhn tina. fe,roi\ tacu. me.n ga.r evkplage,nta kai. 
kekinhme,non cwrh/sai pro.j ti tw/n avto,pwn( eiv kai. duscere,j( avll v avei. sumbai/non, 
evn evpista,sei de. kai. mh,kei( polla,kij me.n o`rmhqe,nta polla,kij de. mellh,santa( to. 
teleutai/on u`posth/nai kai. diapra,xasqai( fonw,shj kai. dusmetakinh,tou yuch/j 
avpo. tw/n ceiro,nwn) evdh,lwse de. kavn toi/j au=qij ouvk avposco,menoj ouvde. tw/n 
periloi,pwn o[souj evdo,kei filta,touj( evf v oi-j to. me.n di,kaion e;latton evpoi,ei 
sumpaqei/sqai tou.j avpollume,nouj( to. d v wvmo.n o[moion h=n to. mhde. evkei,nwn 
feisa,menon) die,ximen de. u`pe.r auvtw/n e`xh/j avfhgou,menoi)
For it would have been sufficient for him, even if he had condemned them, at least 
to keep them alive either in prison or living in exile away from the kingdom, since 
he had in his possession the power of Rome as a great source of security, because 
of which it was not possible for him to suffer any kind of assault or violence. But 
killing them quickly and for the sake of the pleasure of the emotion which was 
overpowering him is a sign of an impiety that cannot be adequately punished, and, 
though he was at such an advanced time of life, he committed so great a sin in his 
old age. Indeed his delaying and tarrying shouldn’t bring him any pardon. For it 
happens frequently, even if it is offensive, that a person who has suddenly been 
driven out of his senses and is disturbed proceeds to do something monstrous. But 
to submit in the end and carry the deed through after a long delay, and after 
frequently starting out and frequently hesitating, is the mark of a murderous soul 
that cannot be moved from wickedness. But he [Herod] revealed hereafter that he 
did not spare even those of the survivors whom he thought were dearest to him, in 
whose case justice made them less pitiable in their destruction, but the cruelty was 
equal in his not sparing them. But I will go through these things, relating them in 
order.
It is quite clear that Josephus here condemns the execution of the sons of Mariamne as an act of 
extreme impiety (avsebei,aj ) ) ) avnupotimh,tou) and of murder (fonw,shj ) ) ) yuch/j), motivated 
by Herod’s character, which is revealed to be evil both by the fact that he killed his sons on the 
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spur of the moment to gratify his enslavement to his emotions, but also by the fact that this spur 
of the moment occurred after a lengthy and drawn-out period of indecision, rather than in an 
initial moment of rage. Josephus also makes plain that he thinks Herod had other, better options 
than committing the sin (evxh,marten) of killing his sons. 
 In the final two sentences of this passage, Josephus applies this same judgment to 
Herod’s treatment of certain “survivors” whose description very strongly suggests that Josephus 
is referring to Antipater. Josephus refers to Herod’s actions “hereafter” (au=qij) and “those of the 
survivors whom he thought were dearest to him” (tw/n periloi,pwn o[souj evdo,kei filta,touj). 
Antipater, before the discovery of his crimes, is frequently described as the son who was closest 
to Herod both in affection and in counsel.27 These survivors are also described as people “in 
whose case justice made them less pitiable in their destruction” (evf v oi-j to. me.n di,kaion e;latton 
evpoi,ei sumpaqei/sqai tou.j avpollume,nouj). But despite such a pronouncement, “the cruelty was 
equal in his not sparing them” (to. d v wvmo.n o[moion h=n to. mhde. evkei,nwn feisa,menon). It would 
make sense for Josephus to have Antipater in mind with this description of being justly unpitied, 
for as I mentioned above, Josephus unequivocally asserts Antipater’s guilt. Likewise, the “equal 
cruelty” implies an equal fate. Antipater is the only other son of Herod’s to be executed by his 
father. (The only other candidates for this description would be certain unnamed members of 
Herod’s household who approve of a prophecy against the continuation of Herod’s lineage made 
by a group of dissenting Pharisees whom Herod executes in his anger at 44-5.) Even if others are 
meant, it is clear that Josephus’ description at the close of Book 16 matches his characterization 
of Antipater.
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27 Examples abound. See, for instance 16. 85-7, 190-1; 17.2-3, 32. This is also how Antipater presents himself in his 
own defense speech at 17.103.
 Thus, Josephus condemns Herod’s execution of Antipater. Nicolaus, by becoming the 
voice of Herod when Herod can no longer speak, and then carrying on the accusations with 
considerable exaggeration, brings about this execution. This makes Nicolaus a problematic 
figure; he has applied his considerable talent and skill to what is in Josephus’ view an unworthy 
and unreasonable cause. In Nicolaus’ final episode in the AJ, he will continue in this vein: 
pursuing the interests of Herod, no matter how problematic.
Herod’s Succession
! Nicolaus’ final activity in the AJ involves his advocacy for Herod’s second son by his 
fourth wife, Malthrace, Archelaus, who has claimed to be his father’s successor after the king’s 
death. Nicolaus gives speeches on Archelaus’ behalf on two separate occasions. In both cases, he 
defends Archelaus against accusations of brutality. Once more, Josephus does not directly pass 
judgment on Nicolaus’ activities on behalf of Herod’s interests, in this case on behalf of Herod’s 
designated heir. There is, moreover, considerable ambiguity in Josephus’ presentation of this 
material. On the one hand, Archelaus is accused of brutality because he has put down a group of 
citizen rebels whom Josephus has consistently characterized in very negative terms, which 
suggests that Archelaus is justified in his actions against them, and by extension, Nicolaus is 
justified in his defense of Archelaus’ actions. But on the other hand, Josephus closes Book 17 
with Augustus, angered by Archelaus’ continued brutality, removing him from power and 
annexing the kingdom of Judaea to the province of Syria. This move constitutes an undoing of 
all of Nicolaus’ gains on Archelaus’ behalf and a validation of the claims of Archelaus’ 
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opponents. By making this the last word on Archelaus’ fate, Josephus suggests that Archelaus’ 
opponents were correct, and Nicolaus was wrong.
 Indeed, Nicolaus defends Archelaus against charges of brutality, but Archelaus is 
ultimately proved to be brutal. It becomes clear only in retrospect that Nicolaus once more has 
advocated for an unjust cause. That Josephus presents Nicolaus’ advocacy of Archelaus as 
problematic is initially only hinted at by a portion of Nicolaus’ second speech, in which he twists 
the truth to win his case.28 This once more revives the specter of bias that surfaced in the trial of 
Antipater. It is only upon the conclusion of Book 17, which can be seen as the final end of the 
Herod narrative, that it becomes plain that Nicolaus, who was so successful throughout his career 
in the AJ, has failed to achieve Herod’s ends in a lasting way. His successes on behalf of 
Archelaus are only partial and temporary.
 The dispute over Herod’s succession has driven Herod’s conflict with his sons throughout 
his life, for his suspicion of both the sons of Mariamne and of Antipater of plotting to kill him 
and seize the throne (only true in the case of the latter) has dominated the narrative of Book 16. 
The conflict that absorbs Josephus’ narrative of Herod’s surviving sons begins at 17.188. While 
on his deathbed, Herod altered his will and appointed his son Archelaus to succeed him on the 
throne and demoted Archelaus’ older brother Antipas, his (Herod’s) earlier designated successor, 
to receive instead only the tetrarchy of Galilee and Peraea (188-9). Thus, upon the king’s death, 
the army declares Archelaus king (195), and Archelaus presides over his father’s funeral (196-9). 
In his first public address, Archelaus declines to take the title of king, awaiting Augustus’ 
confirmation of his father’s will, though he does sit on a golden throne during the address 
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28 At 17.316. See discussion below, pp. 61-3.
(201-2). Archelaus proceeds to grant favors to those who ask, including the release of those who 
had been imprisoned by Herod, and a remission of taxes because, says Josephus, “he was eager 
to do everything for the sake of the crowd because of his belief that the goodwill of the masses 
would be of great importance for the preservation of his rule” (evpi,hra tou/ o`mi,lou spoudai/oj w @n 
poiei/n pa,nta dia. to. nomi,zein me,ga pra/gma eivj th,rhsin th/j avrch/j genh,sesqai th.n eu;noian 
auvtw/| th/j plhqu,oj))
 This strategic generosity backfires, however, when a group of dissident citizens begins to 
lament publicly for some men whom Herod had executed for sedition (206). They then approach 
Archelaus with the demands that, in revenge for the death of these men, Archelaus execute some 
of Herod’s friends and remove the high priest appointed by Herod. Archelaus grants the removal 
of the high priest despite his dislike of the request (kai,per deinw/j fe,rwn) (208), and sends an 
envoy to reason with the crowd, arguing that their friends had been executed justly, and that they 
should wait to make any more demands until Augustus has confirmed Archelaus’ rule (209). The 
crowd, however, not only refuses to listen to him but threatens his life and does the same to 
anyone cautioning reason and restraint (210). The situation worsens when Jerusalem is swollen 
with pilgrims at Passover and the dissenters occupy the temple (214). To prevent the sedition 
from spreading to the whole crowd, Archelaus sends a company of soldiers to check them and 
arrest their leaders (215). The crowd, enraged by the presence of the soldiers, attacks and kills 
the majority of them by stoning (216). Fearing that the situation would deteriorate rapidly, 
Archelaus dispatches the entire army against the rebels, resulting in the deaths of three thousand 
(217-8).
 Throughout this entire episode, Josephus goes to great lengths to create a negative 
characterization of the rebels. From the outset they are called tinej tw/n  vIoudai,wn sunelqo,ntej 
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newte,rwn evpiqumi,a| pragma,twn (‘some of the Judaeans who had joined forces because of their 
desire for revolution’). He also describes their motives and characters at 211:
 kai. no,mimo,n te kai. di,kaion h`gou,menoi o[ ti mellh,soi h`donh.n auvtoi/j fe,rein, 
ki,ndunon de. to.n avp v auvtou/ proi?de,sqai te avmaqei/j kai. ei; tw| u`popteuqei,h, 
u`perbolh/j auvtw/| genome,nhj th/j paracrh/ma h`donh/j evk tou/ timwrh,sasqai tou.j 
evcqi,stouj dokou/ntaj auvtoi/j) 
They considered as lawful and just whatever would bring them pleasure, and they 
were too ignorant to foresee the danger arising from it. And if there was any 
suspicion, the immediate pleasure of taking vengeance on those who seemed most 
hateful to them was greater than the danger.
This negative characterization of the dissenters as driven by pleasure, ignorant, and lovers of 
revolution suggests that Josephus is establishing the justice and necessity of Archelaus’ actions 
against them. Josephus casts the rebels in a particularly bad light by referring to them as 
stasiastai/j (214), stasiazo,ntwn (215), stasiw/tai (216), and to their action as stasia,zein (215), 
a critical term. The heavy-handed negativity by which Josephus characterizes the rebels will be 
important for our understanding of Nicolaus’ assertion of Archelaus’ innocence in these affairs.
 By the time Archelaus and Nicolaus sail to Rome so that Augustus can confirm Herod’s 
will, Archelaus’ older brother Antipas has made the same journey, with the intention of 
contesting his brother’s claim to the throne. Most of Herod’s family has sided with Antipas 
(227), and when Augustus calls a council to decide the succession, the first to speak is Herod’s 
nephew Antipater, son of Herod’s sister Salome. Antipater attacks Archelaus by accusing him of 
wronging Augustus by acting as king before gaining consent (230, 232), and of cruelty and 
impiety because he took military action against citizens and killed within the temple precinct 
(230, 237). According to Antipater, these actions show Archelaus’ disregard for Augustus’ 
authority and the kind of tyrannical behavior he would engage in if confirmed as king. 
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Furthermore, Antipater claims that Herod made Antipas his successor while he was healthy and 
in his right mind, and that the older will is thus more valid (238).
 Nicolaus’ first speech on behalf of Archelaus is a defense against Antipater’s accusations, 
and a counter-assertion of the validity of Herod’s final will. His first argument is that the blame 
for the incident in the temple precinct should be laid squarely on the rebels as the instigators of 
violence rather than on Archelaus (240). Nicolaus turns the charge of impiety against the rebels 
by claiming that these men had acted not only against Archelaus but against Augustus and 
against god and the law of the festival (241). He also attacks Archelaus’ relatives who had 
deserted him for Antipas’ cause (242), and asserts the validity of Herod’s last will, which he 
claims is superior to the earlier will because it stipulates that Augustus would himself decide the 
succession (244). Given that Josephus makes no mention of Augustus having the final say in 
Herod’s succession when he describes the changes to Herod’s will before his death at 188-9, this 
claim can be read as a further instance of Nicolaus’ rhetorical sleight of hand. He proclaims his 
confidence, moreover, that Augustus will not ignore the last wishes of his late friend and ally 
(246), who showed his good judgment by leaving the decision to Caesar.
 The only indication Josephus gives as to why Nicolaus should back Archelaus’ cause is 
that Nicolaus was among Archelaus’ friends (219).29 Otherwise, Nicolaus might be acting out of 
his adherence to his own interpretation of Herod’s last will, a similar motive to what apparently 
drove him to secure Antipater’s condemnation. 
 Upon the conclusion of Nicolaus’ speech, Augustus responds in the following manner 
(248-9):
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29 Interestingly, Josephus writes that Nicolaus’ brother Ptolemy, who had also been very close to Herod, backed 
Antipas, to whom he was devoted. See 17.225.
Kai/sar de.  vArce,laon prospeso,nta auvtw/| pro.j ta. go,nata filofrro,nwj te 
avni,sth( fa,menoj avxiw,taton ei=nai th/j basilei,aj( pollh.n te avpe,faine troph.n 
gnw,mhj th/j au`tou/ ouvk a;lla pra,xein avll v o`po,sa ai[ te diaqh/kai u`phgo,reuon kai.  
vArcela,w|/ sune,feren) ouv me,ntoi ge evkeku,rwto ouvde,n( w`j a @n evceggu,w| 
paradeig,mati crw,menon evp v avdei,aj  vArce,laon ei=nai)
 Caesar affectionately lifted up Archelaus, who had fallen at his knees, and said 
that Archelaus was most worthy of the kingdom. He thus showed a significant 
turn of his own opinion not to do anything other than what Herod’s will had 
dictated and that was beneficial to Archelaus. Nothing was confirmed, however, 
as if he had proclaimed by secure precedent that Archelaus be without fear.
The result of Nicolaus’ speech is an ambiguous success, for, though the immediate outcome is 
Augustus’ return to good opinion and favor for Archelaus, the emperor does not reach a decision 
at this council. Instead, he ponders to himself whether to give the kingdom to Archelaus, or to 
divide it among Herod’s family (249). Thus, though Nicolaus is successful at defeating the 
accusations of Antipater and rendering Augustus’ display of feelings favorable toward Archelaus, 
Augustus exercises his supreme authority over this judgment by considering whether or not to 
redefine the terms of the succession entirely. Nonetheless, at the end of this first speech, 
Archelaus comes off looking fairly innocent.
 The dispute between Archelaus and Antipater is not merely a family dispute that has 
pitted kinsmen against one another; it is a dispute that threatens the governance of Judaea and all 
of Herod’s former kingdom. Josephus makes this political degeneration quite plain, for before 
Augustus can reach a decision, a letter arrives in Rome from Varus announcing that all Judaea 
has been in revolt since Archelaus sailed for Rome, and that Varus himself has been acting to 
quell the rebellion (250-1). Judaea is then consumed by tumult and battle for the next 48 
chapters, until Varus is finally able to put an end to the sta,sij) Archelaus now faces new 
opposition in Rome, as a group of Judaean envoys, joined by diaspora Judaeans in Rome, 
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petitions Augustus for autonomy (300). Augustus allows them to speak at a council, and they 
proceed to accuse Herod of the most extreme degree of atrocity against his own people, calling 
him the para,deigma, te kakw,sewj (‘exemplar of oppression’). They proceed to denounce 
Archelaus as a sacrilegious tyrant, echoing the claims of Antipater son of Salome at 230-8, that 
Archelaus had acted illegally by exercising authority before Augustus had confirmed his rule, 
and that he had acted impiously by killing Judaean citizens within the temple precinct (313). 
They conclude the speech by asking that Judaea be set free from the rule of kings and be joined 
to the province of Syria (314). 
 This Judaean opposition provides the occasion for Nicolaus’ final speech in the AJ. With 
a brief speech reported in indirect discourse he “clears the kings of the charges” (tou,j te  
basilei/j avph,llasse tw/n evgklhma,twn). He begins with a defense of Herod, in which he asserts 
that it is inappropriate to hurl accusations at a dead man. He continues in defense of Archelaus’ 
actions (316):
ta. de. u`p v VArchela,ou pracqe,nta u[brei th/| evkei,nwn avneti,qei( oi] ovrignw,menoi 
pragma,twn para. tou.j no,mouj kai. sfagh/j a;rxantej tw/n kwlu,ein u`bri,zontaj 
promhqoume,nwn avmu,nhj genome,nhj evgkaloi/en) evneka,lei de. newteropoii,aj auvtoi/j 
kai. tou/ stasia,zein h`donh.n avpaideusi,a| tou/ pei,qesqai di,kh| kai. nomi,moij u`po. tou/ 
qe,lein ta. pa,nta nika/n) 
He laid the deeds of Archelaus on the insolence of those who, having undertaken 
unlawful actions and having begun the slaughter of those who had the foresight to 
prevent them from acting outrageously, were now making accusations because of 
an act of self-defense. He then accused them of pleasure in revolution and 
factionalism due to their lack of education in obedience to justice and lawfulness, 
which was a result of their will to prevail in all things.
Nicolaus’ defense of Archelaus is thus a repetition of the argument from 240-1 that Archelaus’ 
victims in the temple precinct were in fact the instigators and perpetrators. But Nicolaus goes a 
step further in this final speech by conflating the dead rebels with the Judaean envoys who have 
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accused Archelaus of brutality- there being a single grammatical subject for the participles 
ovrignw,menoi and sfagh/j a;rxantej and the verb  evgkaloi/en. Thus Josephus has Nicolaus equate 
those who had “undertaken unlawful actions,” and “begun the slaughter,” with those who “were 
now making accusations because of an act of self-defense.” This conflation confuses Nicolaus’ 
referent in his accusation of revolution and factionalism, ignorance, and will to prevail in the 
second sentence of 316. Furthermore, the language of the second sentence is very similar to 
Josephus’ narrative description of the rebels’ motivation, though the grammatical subject is still 
the subject of  evgkaloi/en: the Judaean envoys. Recall the above discussion of 211: the rebels are 
described as having an improper concept of justice and lawfulness, and as being motivated by 
pleasure (no,mimo,n te kai. di,kaion h`gou,menoi o[ ti mellh,soi h`donh.n auvtoi/j fe,rein ) ) )  
u`perbolh/j auvtw/| genome,nhj th/j paracrh/ma h`donhj/). Josephus also calls them ignorant (avmaqei/j), 
which is similar to the term avpaideusi,a| ascribed to Nicolaus’ speech. Josephus also has Nicolaus 
at 316 refer to the act of stasia,zein, which recalls Josephus’ frequent use of the term to describe 
the rebels at 211-6. The similarity of Nicolaus’ accusations to Josephus’ characterization of the 
rebels serves to enforce the conflation of the rebels and the envoys. 
 This rhetorical strategy which Josephus has his character Nicolaus use has the immediate 
effect of dismissing any legitimate complaints the envoys may be making. Nicolaus need only 
cry sta,sij to silence his opposition. This puts Nicolaus in a more negative light, as there is no 
indication elsewhere in the text that the envoys are truly seditious, and the fact that Josephus 
ends Book 17 with their demands being met ultimately validates their claims. Once more, by 
presenting Nicolaus the actor as bending and stretching the truth for the sake of winning 
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something for Herod’s interests, Josephus recalls his earlier criticism of the historian at 16.183-6 
and puts the reader in mind of the accusations of bias.
 A stronger indicator of Josephus’ judgment of Nicolaus in this episode is the fact that 
Nicolaus’ success with Archelaus is not only partial but temporary. By the end of Book 17, all of 
Nicolaus’ accomplishments on behalf of Archelaus have been undone. In the tenth year of his 
rule as ethnarch, the prominent citizens of Judaea charge Archelaus with brutality and tyranny 
before Augustus. Augustus is angry with Archelaus and promptly removes him from power and 
banishes him to Gaul (342-4). Archelaus’ former territory is annexed to Syria, which ultimately 
fulfills the requests of the Judaean envoys from 314. It is worth noting, however, that Josephus 
does not in fact narrate any tyrannical or brutal acts done by Archelaus during his reign.30
 Archelaus’ actions in the temple precinct are the only specific deeds which Josephus tells 
us incurred charges of brutality, but Josephus’ own narrative strongly suggests a condemnation of 
the rebels, not of Archelaus. Josephus gives scanty details of Archelaus’ trial before Augustus at 
Rome; he tells us only that “when he arrived, Caesar heard some of his accusers and what he 
himself said, then sent him into exile” (kai. o` Kai/sar afikome,nou evpi, tinwn kathgo,rwn 
avkroa/tai kai. auvtou/ le,gontoj( kai. evkei/non me.n fuga,da evlau,nei) (344). The implication is that 
this time Archelaus is guilty. In retrospect, the claims of both Antipas and the Judaean envoys are 
validated, and Nicolaus, it appears, was advocating for an unjust cause.
  Archelaus’ ultimate failure, however, reflects upon Nicolaus’ attempts to secure his rule, 
and ultimately Nicolaus is unsuccessful. Nicolaus, who according to Josephus spent his career in 
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30 Indeed, the only events Josephus related regarding his ethnarchy involve his replacement of the high priest, the 
rebuilding of the palace at Jericho, the founding of a village named after himself, and his transgression of ancestral 
custom by marrying his half-brother’s widow (339-41). Only the last of these is particularly negative, but it can 
hardly be considered cruel or tyrannical.
defense of Herod’s interests at home and abroad, failed to secure those interests after Herod was 
dead. The Herodians would cease to rule as kings in Judaea, and thus the influence of Herod’s 
family, and of their advocate Nicolaus, would wane. Such an ending for Book 17 shows 
Augustus siding with the people of Judaea- both the envoys from 314 and the prominent citizens 
from 342- against Herod’s legacy as represented in the person of Archelaus, and defended by 
Nicolaus.
Conclusion
 The entire course of Nicolaus’ progression from advocate of Herod’s external affairs 
(which, in Josephus’ view, are reasonable causes to support) to advocate of Herod’s internal 
affairs involving his sons (which are not reasonable), following his failure to succeed in 
persuading Herod to pursue a reasonable course of action with the sons of Mariamne, ultimately 
reflects even more poorly on Herod than on either Nicolaus or Archelaus. Book 18 opens with a 
description of the political reorganization of Judaea under its new Roman Syrian governance. 
The independent kingdom of Judaea, which was Herod’s kingdom for nearly four books of the 
AJ, is no more. Archelaus’ deposition, and Nicolaus’ failure to secure Archelaus’ position, marks 
the end of an era in Judaean history: no longer will a Herodian rule in Judaea. All of this, I have 
argued, constitutes a negative judgment against Nicolaus’ activities on behalf of Herod’s 
interests. Josephus thus uses Nicolaus the actor to further his negative characterization of Herod, 
which ultimately serves Josephus’ ethical imperative in the AJ, in which Herod functions as the 
ultimate negative exemplum. 
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 Nicolaus the actor’s progression in many ways parallels the course of Josephus’ 
presentation of Herod’s life and career: Herod, too, is something of an impressive figure in his 
earlier career, but, as Josephus has it, his ambition (filotimi,a) eventually proves his downfall.31 
Nicolaus the actor, it appears, has a common cause for both his successes and his failures: his 
enthusiasm on Herod’s behalf. This parallel shows once more that Josephus’ text is best 
understood as his own creation, regardless of its relationship to its sources. Because Josephus has 
constructed his account of Herod in accordance with a specific scheme of history,32 and because 
Herod has an exemplary function in this scheme, the various elements of this account cannot 
simply be abstracted from their place in the narrative and attributed to Nicolaus’ historical texts. 
For there is no reason to believe that Nicolaus the historian would have written his own history 
according to a similar scheme. Since Josephus’ presentation of Nicolaus as actor is equally bound 
up with Josephus’ scheme of history, we are equally unable to abstract details about Nicolaus the 
actor and attribute them to the texts of Nicolaus the historian.
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31 Josephus explains that both Herod’s successes abroad and misfortunes at home were the result of a common 
cause: filotimi,a (16.150-9).
32 That god rewards those who obey Judaean ancestral customs and punishes those who transgress them (see 1.14-5 
and my discussion, Chapter 1, pp. 13-5.
Conclusion
 In the conclusions of both chapters I offered some suggestions as to the implications of 
my analysis for understanding Josephus’ representation of Nicolaus (both as actor and as 
historian) as evidence of Nicolaus’ historical writing. In Chapter 1, I argued that because 
Josephus’ presentation of Nicolaus, including his accusations of bias, is rhetorically determined, 
Josephus’ criticisms of Nicolaus the historian represent a possible reading of Nicolaus’ 
account(s) of Herod, rather than direct evidence of Nicolaus’ writing. I offered an alternative 
possible reading: that Nicolaus may have presented an ironically laudatory account of Herod. In 
Chapter 2, I conclude with the argument that because Josephus presents Nicolaus the actor (along 
with everything else in the AJ) according to Josephus’ narrative strategies and historical 
schematization, the words and deeds of Nicolaus the actor cannot simply be abstracted from the 
text of the AJ and attributed to the historical Nicolaus. Indeed, I have argued in general that 
Nicolaus, in all of his manifestations in the AJ, is largely inextricable from the AJ.
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 The application of the kind of questions raised in this thesis to an exploration of 
Josephus’ Judaean War1 would likely be productive of a broader understanding of the 
relationship of Josephus to Nicolaus. Because Josephus paints rather a different portrait of Herod 
in the BJ from his portrait in the AJ, and given the different authorial aims between the two 
texts,2 we would expect Josephus’ presentation of Nicolaus to express these differences to the 
extent to which the strategies and contexts in which Josephus presents him are determined by 
these differences. The same might be said for Josephus’ presentation of Nicolaus in the CA. 
 To complement the above suggestion, the kind of inquiry which I have pursued in this 
thesis could be pursued among the other authors who are our sources on Nicolaus.3 It is likely 
that exploration of Nicolaus’ appearances in Plutarch, Athenaeus, the Suda, and the medieval 
excerptors would yield interesting and fruitful results when undertaken in the context of the 
various strategies and aims in which Nicolaus participates in those texts. The study of Nicolaus 
has for so long stood in the shadows of such giants among scholars as Jacoby; I suggest that the 
reevaluation of our understanding of Nicolaus according to more current paradigms, which this 
thesis has begun, be expanded and continued.
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1 Abbreviated BJ.
2 See in particular Landau (2006) for an analysis of the differences in Josephus’ portraits of Herod as well as the 
differences in general between the BJ and AJ.
3 See Jacoby (1957) FrGHist 90.
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